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By Mr. LAFFERTY : A bill (IH. R. 8430) for the relief of
George Owens, John J. Bradley, Willinm M. Godfrey, IRudolph
G. Ebert, Herschel Tupes, William H. Sage, Charles L. Tostevin,
Alta B. Spaunlding, and Grace E. Lewis; to the Committee on the
Public Lands. ;

By Mr. LEGARRE: A bill (H. R. 8440) for ihe relief of Mary
E. Stelling, sole heir at law of A. S. Freltas, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY : A bill (H. R. 8441) granting an
increase of pension to Benjamin F. Swasey; to the Committce
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McKINLEY : A bill (H. . 8442) granting an increase
gli’ pension to John L. Carr; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. . 8443) granting a
pieusron fo James Hatton; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8444) granting a pension to Nicholas
Dutean; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MOSS of Indinna: A bill (H. R. 8445) granting an
increase of pension to James H. Cosby; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 8446) granting an increase of
pension to Willilnm Hopton; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
gions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8447) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob S. Robey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 8448) granting an
inerease of pension to Bridget M. Fauls; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8449) granting an increase of pension to
Mrs, Joshua C. Drown; to the Committee on Tnvalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8150) granting an increase of pension to
Sylvester C. Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8i51) granting a pension to Sarah
Adams; to the Committee on Pensions.

Alsp, a bill (I R. 8452) granting a pension to John Ed-
ward Mullen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8453) for the relief of Iward Swainor;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (II. R. 8454) for the relief of Thomas F. Conlan;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 8455) granting an increase of
pension to letcher N. Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 8456) granting an increase of pension fo
John W. Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8457) granting an increase of pension to
Abner H. Shaffer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8458) granting an increanse of pension to
John H. Hicks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8450) providing for the presentation of a
medal of honor to Willlam M. De Hart; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (HL R. 8460) granting a pension to
Edward Rhoandes; to the Committec on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8461) granting a pension to Margaret
Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 8462) granting a pension to Jack DPettis;
to the Committece on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8463) granting an increase of pension to
Gilman A. H. 8immons; to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

By Mr. SPEER: A bill (H. R, 8464) granting a pension to
Mary Ellen Clark; fo the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R. 8465) grant-
ing an Increase of pension to Ransom L. Harris; to the Commit-
tee on Imyvalid Pensions.

By Mr. STONE: A bill (IL R. 8466) granting an Increase of
pension to George Moblo, alias George Cook; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIS: A bill (H. R. 8467) for the relief of the
legal representatives of William . Tarbutton, deceased; to
the Committee on War Claims.

PETITIONS, ETO.

Under elause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were Inid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALEXANDER :; Papers and aflidavits for the relief of
Willlam A. Pullen, of Breckenridge, Mo.; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Dy Mr. ALLEN: Resolutions of the Cincinnati Antitubercu-
losis League, favoring a committee on public health; to the
Commiittee on Expenditures in the Interior Department.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petitlon of Wileox Hardware Co. and
10 other merchants of Uhriehsville, Olio, in opposition to the
}Jiqrccls post; to the Committee on the Post Office and TPost

ocads.

By Mr. AYRES: Petition of M. T. O'Connor, of Bronx, N. ¥.,
favoring parecels post; to the Committee on the Post Officc and
Post Roads

By Mr. BURNETT: Resolutions of Building Trades Council
of Birmingham, Ala., against action of California detectives in
kidnaping a labor leader from Indianapolis, Ind.; to the Coms-
mitteo on the Judieiary.

By Mr. ESTOPINAL: Reselutions of the New Orleans Cot-
ton Exchange, asking that cotton bageing and ties be placeil on
the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FARIR: Petitions of Yostville (Pa.) Loecal, No. 262,
Patriotic Order Sons of America, favoring the iiliteracy test to
restrict immigration; and Washington €amp, No. HS3, of Old
Forge, Pa., and Washington Camp, No. 200, of €arbondale, Pa,,
Patriotic Order Sons of Ameriea, urging the passage of 1. IR
15413, relating to immigration; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

By Mr. FOCHT; Papers in support of House bill 8104, for the
relef of Michael Broadbeck, of Three Springs, Pn., and House
bill 8103, for the relief of James H. Maclay, of Middlesprings,
Pa.; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of committee of wholesale groeers
of New York City, favoring the reduction of the duty on suzar;
to the Committec on Ways and Means,

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Resolutions of Parnell
Club, of Roxbury, Mass,, against arbitration with Great Brit-
ain; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HANNA: Petitions of J. O. Sullivan, of Mandan,
N. Dak., against parccls post, and of citizens of Douglass,
N. Dak., favoring the passage of House bill 2651, known as the
Hanna bill: to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of various citizens of Ransom Counly, N. Dak.,
against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. KINKBAD of New Jersey: Petition of Local Tnion
No. 45, of Jersey City, N. J., of the International Associntion
of Bridge and Structural Iron Workers, protesting against the

kidnaping of J. J. McNamara from the State of Indiana; to

the Committee on the Judiclary,

By Mr. McHENRY : Petition of Camp No, 503, Fishing Creek,
Pa., Patriotic Order Sons of Americn, favoring the illiferacy
test; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalizatio:.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : Petition of Frank J. McCaw Co.,
automobilists, favoring the Federal automobile registration bill
eliminating the necessity of registering in the various States
when touring: to the Commitice on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WILLIS: Affidavits to aceompany House Dbill for the
relief of the legal representatives of William E. Tarbutton, de-
ceaced; to the Committee on War Claims.

Algo, papers to accompany House bill 7243, for the relief of
Show Hinebaugh, and House bill 5046, granting an increase of
pension to Alexander F. MeConnell; to the Committee on Invalid

Pensions. "

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
WaepxNespay, May 3, 1911.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Reyv. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as
Tollows :

Oh, Lord, our God and our Father, whose keart opens with
love in response to those who seek Thee dilizently, 1ift us by
Thy grace into that purer atmosphere wlhere spirit with spirit
can meet and purify and ennoble the soul, that we may work
in Thee, through Thee, with Thee, for the uplift of humanity,
and, as wec pass on toward the liome of the soul, leave the
world a little better for those who shall come after us. For
Thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory forever,
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

ORCER OF DUSINESS.

The SPEAKIR. The Chair will state that this is Calendar
Wednesday, and the rules provide especinlly that nothing shall
be done after the Speaker’s table is cleared except to call the
committees,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mpr. Speaker, I think there are a few
bills on the Public Calendar that would be in order to-day, but
they do not contain matters of importance. I ywould like to
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get through with the debate on the free-list bill. I understand
that under the rules we have the right to dispense with the
calendar by a two-thirds vote.

The SPEAKIER. It takes a two-thirds vote.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I therefore move that the call of the
calendar under the order of to-day be dispensed with, so that
we may proceed with the Lill H. R. 4413—the free-list bill.

The question was taken, and (two-thirds having voted in
Tavor thereof) the motion was agreed to.

NAVY CONRTRACTS FOR SIOES.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Naval Affairs, I beg to report back a privileged resolution,
H. Ites. 134, with amendments, and to move the adoption of
the resolution as amended.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolutlon as proposed to be amended.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order, and I
call attention to the fact that the resolution has not been prop-
erly reported by the Clerk.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Lot the report be read.

Mr. PADGETT. The Clerk has read the resolution as
amended. IIe should have read first the resolution as originally
introduced.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Illinois reserve the
point of order?

Mr. MANN. I would like to have the resolution reported.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the original resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 134.

Resolved, That the Seeretary of the Navy be, and he is hereby, re-
g‘uesto{}. if not incompatible with the public interest, to send to the

ouse of Representatives full information, as follows, with regard to
certain statements made by Hon. ROBERT E. DIFENDERFER, of Pennsyl-
vania, in the House on April 25, 1911:

First. What proportion of the contracts for Navy shoes during the
gs-:(:‘ﬂ years 190D, 1910, and 1911 were awarded to the firm of Hermann

o,

Becond. What are the names of the Individuals or firms who have
gecured contracts for Navy shoes In the fiscal years 1909, 1910, and
1011? What was the amount of each contract?

Third. Have any competitors been blacklisted or disqualified from
bidding on any Navy shoe contract in the fiseal years 1000, 1010, and
1011% If so, what were the names of those competitors and what was
the cause of their disqualifieation?

Fourth, What proportion of the Navy shoe contracts In the fiscal
years 1000, 1910, and 1911 were awarded to the lowest bidders?

3 Il‘lsft'?. How many bidders were there for the last Navy shoe con-
racts

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the report.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the point of order on
the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows (II. Rept. No. 16) :

The Commitice on Naval Affalrs, to whom was referred Hounse reso-
lution No. 134, regarding Navy contracts for shoes, having had the
pame under conslderation, report the same back with the following
amendments, and, as amended, recommend that the resolution do pass.

Page 1, line 2: Strike ont the word * requested ™ and in lien thereof
Insert the word * directed.”

Page 1, llnes 2 and 3: Strike out the words “If not Incompatible
with public Interest.” ol

Page 1, line 4: After the word *follows™ strike out the comma
and insert a colon.

Pace 1, lines 4, 5, and 6: Strike out the words “ with regard to
certain statoments made by Hon. Ronert I3, DIFENDERFER, of l’ennsyl-
vania, in the House on April 25, 1011.”

I'nge 1, llne 11 : After the word “ Individuals ™ Insert n comma, strike
out the word ‘‘or,” and after the word “firms’ ingert “or corpora-
tions."

Page 1, line 14: After the word *‘eleven' strike out the question
mark ; strike ont the words * what was" and Insert in lleu thercof the

wordi"o'.nd"; ufter the word ‘“amount” Iinsert the words *“and
nantity.”
“ ]‘::gpyﬂ. line 1: Strike out the word *“have” and Insert In lieu

thereof the word ** were ' ; strike out the word * been.”

Page 2, line 11: Strike out the word ** last.,”

Pace 2, line 12 : After the word ' contracts " strike out the guestion
mark and add the following : * for the fiscal years 1009, 1910, and 1911,
Furnish complete list of all bldders and of all original and amended

,fim the following clause as a new gection:

“ Bixth, If the hﬁls were invited by advertisement, furnish coples of
the advertisements.”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr, Speaker, I move the adoption of the
resolution as amended.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves the
adoption of the resolution as amended. Is a separate vote de-
manded on any of the amendments? If not, they will be voted
for engross.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

SITTING OF COMMITTEE DURING RECESS.

I Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the resolution which I send to the
Clerk’s desk.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:
House resolution 140,

Resolved, That the Committee on Naval Affalrs have authority to sif:
during the sesslons of the House and during the recess of the Sixty-
second Congress.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, T
would like to inguire whether there is any necessity for the
passage of that resolution for this special session?

Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that there is no
quorum present. -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Maxx]
makes the point of order that there is no quorum present. The
Chair will count.

Mr. MANN. Well, Mr. Speaker, having called attention to
the fact, I withdraw the point of order, but I suggest that if a
lot of committees start to sit during the meetings of the House
at this session of Congress there will be great difficulty in ob-
taining a quorum here unless there is important business to
transact.

Mr. PADGETT. I would state to the gentleman that we had
called a meeting of the committee yesterday for 11 o'clock, and
the House met at that hour and is now meeting at that hour,
and it interferes; and also we have two very important billg
which we wish to consider—bills of a legislative character—not
with a view to putting them on the calendar at this session, but
with a view to considering them, maturing them, and having
them ready so as to get them out of the way for the next ses-
sion, when we shall have a congestion of business growing out
of the consideration of the appropriation bills.

Mr. MANN. Very well. I withdraw the objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection, and the resolution was agreed to.

THE TARIFF.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consideration of H. R. 4413, a bill
Ecn I:DUt agricultural implements and other articles on the free

st. :

The motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
‘Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the free-list bill (H. 11, 4413), with Mr. ALEXANDER
in the chair,

The bill was read by title.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, T yield one hour to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WeEks]. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Weeks] is recognized for one hour.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, it is not my practice to engage
in general debate on subjects which do not come from com-
mittees of which I am a member, the reason for this being that
It is presumed that members of committees who have heard the
testimony on any particular subject are more competent to dis-
cuss the question intelligently and to present the facts than are
other Members of the House; and, secondly, because I have
some reservations as to the value of general debate on any
subject at any time.

But this is not like the ordinary case, because this bill comes
to the House without any consideration. The Ways and Means
Committee did not consider it; its majority did not consider it;
its minority did not consider it; and the utter lnck of definite-
ness of the bill would indicate that the person who drew it did
not give it much consideration. But it is brought in here with
the statement that the majority have had a caucus and decided
to pass it as it is, and they ask the country, and especially the
trades affected by it, to accept that action without any change .
or the taking of any evidence.

It is my purpose to try to add something to the testimony
which has been submitted in the addresses already made, relat-
ing especlally to the shoe and leather industry.

I am not unmindful, too, of the fact that it has already been
well discussed on this floor; that the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MaNN], the minority leader, punched the paragraph re-
lating to this subject full of holes, and that my colleagues from
Massachusetts [Mr. GArpDNER and Mr. Harris] have discussed
it ably and well, and that others have referred to it. DBut I
think I may add some information on this subject, which is my
only excuse for taking time to-day.

I am going to try to demonstrate, first, that there is no
demand for this legislation, at least from the shoe and leather
trade; second, that there is no trust or monopoly or combina-
tion connected with these industries in any way or shape; and,
third, I am going to try to show why American shoes sell in
Europe, why English and European shoes sell to a limited ex-
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tent in this country, and why there is a falling off in sales of
American shees in Envore, and why there is an inerease in the
sales of foreign-made shoes in this country, whieh Ilatter in-
crease, T believe, Is going to continue.

The gentleman from Kentueky [Mr. Janmes] stated the other
day, and the same statement was made by the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, that the shoe manufacturers of
this country appenred before the Ways and Means Committee
two years ago with the proposition that if hides were put on
the free list they would be willing to stand for free shoes and
free leather. A eareful investigation of the testimony adduced
before that committee indicates that one witness made such a
statemwent, and a few days afterwards, when he had had a
chance to revise his fizures, he returned, asked for a hearing,
and stated that such a statement conld not be applled to the
trade at large. On two other oceasions {wo other shoe manu-
facturers have made similar stantements., There are 1,322 shoe
manufacturers in this country, and of those 1,322, 3 have at
some time and in some form made the statement which has
been repeated here by the gentlemen on the other side to whom
I have referred, and these expressions are the only evidence
before the House on which to base this proposed action. The
three men referred to are large shoe manufacturers in MMassa-
chusetts. One of them is William L. Douglas, former governor
of the State, a Democrat, and a very enterprising shoe manu-
facturer. Gov. Douglas is reported fo have said some years
ago, at about the time he was a candidate for governor, that if
he had free hides he could reduece the price of his shoes, and
that he believed that with free hides sghoes could be put on the
free list-and that we counld compete with the world. I think
lhe has not been heard to repeat that statement for six years.
I have no doubt he was honest in his statement that he believed
lie could reduce the price of his shoes if hides were put on the
free list; but other conditions bearing on this trade .have
changed since those days, and instend of Gov. Douglas re-
duecing the price of his shees since hides were put on the free
list, he has inecrecased the price of his shoes 25 or 50 cents a
pair, and it has been necessary to do so to maintain the same
value in the ghoe. I do not ascribe to him anything in the way
of bad faith on that account, beeause I think I can show before
I finish that there are good reasons for this incrense.

One other manufacturer who made a similar statement was
Mr. Charles H. Jones, who came here two years.ago represent-
ing the shoe manufacturers of New England, and I think he
represented the shoe manufacturers of the whole country. He
is the president of the Commonwealth Shoe Co. and is an able
man and a successful manufacturer. Mr. Jones stated before the
Ways and Means Committee originally—and he was the man to
whom I have referred—that he believed if hides were put on
the free list shoes could also be put on the free list, but later
he revised his information on that subject, and not only re-
vised his statement made to the Ways and Means Committee,
but wrote a letter, of which I submit a copy:

Wasnixerox, D. C., July 20, 1999.
Hon. WiroLiaxr H. TAFT.
President, The White House, Tashington, D. C.

Mr. PreESIDENT : The schedule in relation to hides, leather, and shoes

in the Payne bill Is as follows:

Band and [Dressed up-
Hides. solo leather. | perleather.| SHOes.
Per eent. Per cent. Per cent.
3lnd e e T e e S S Sy R ] 15 15
Reduetion from Dingley rato.. o ceneccansen- (5 25 10

The above ratea scemed to the trade to offer sufficlent protection ex-
cept on sole leather, which most tanners belleve should have been 10
per cent, a reductlon of 50 per cent from Dingley rates. It is the
feeling of most of the trade that the percentage of reduction shown by
the Payne bill should be all that it necded to entitle us to free hides.
If, however, as suggested by you this afternoon, still further coneces-
slons will be necessary in order to overcome the opposition from cer-
taln Senators, I Lelleve, as T stated to you that with—

Hides free we can stand: Per cent.
Band and sole leather 5
Tiressed upper leather 10
Bhoes. 10

Many tanoers will clalm that these rates are too low to afford suf-
flelent protection, but after eareful examination of all facts and clr-
cumstanecs [ can not belleve any branch of the Industry would be seri-
ously erippled at these rates—certainly if the shoemakers can get alon
with 10 per cént protectlon, the makers of leather ean do the same.
hope, however, it will not be neccgsary to cut the rantes as hard as this,
as It conld do the people no good. With free hides, domestic compe-
tition will do again what it has always done before In leather and
shoes, namely, keep the price to the consumer at the lowest point
consistent with the smallest living profit. The rates of the Payne bill
with sole leather changed to T3 per cent or 10 per cent would be satis-
factory to practically the whole trade and would show important re-
ductions for the benefit of the consumer,

If you deelde, however, that only on the basis of the further reduc-
tlon mentioned, ean free hides he sccured, all branches of our trade
will cheerfully undertake to meet whatever competition may come to
us, and our chances of success will be far Detter with froe lides and
low dutics on leather and shoes than they conld be under the hide tax
and the present higher rates on manufacturcd material.

Very respectfully,
Cmis. H. JoxEs.

There was no political bearing in Mr. Jones’s statement, for,
although be is a near Demoerat, he eame here representing the
shoe industry. and that was his finnl judzment after consider-
ing the question with all classes of shoe manufacturers.

The third man who did say at that time, and has repeated
his statement recently, that he could compete with the world in
shoes, and that they could safely be put on the free list, is
Mr. A. E. Little, of Lynn, Mass., the manufacturer of the Sorosis
shoe. Mr. Little stated two years ago in a telezram to the
present Speaker of this House that he believed that could be
done, and Mr. W. L. Little, his partner, I believe, has recently
made a similar statement. Mr. W. L. Little says:

I would not care to speak for the other manufacturers, but as far as
the A. BE. Little Co. is concerncd, our business would not be hurt
with shoes on the free list.  A. 1. Little telegraplied CHAMP CLARK
that the A. E. Little Co. sold many shoes abreoad at hicher prices than
they brought in this country, and that as the Sorosls shoes werce meet-
ing the competition of the English manufacturers on their home ground,
there evidently was nothing to fear from the English manufacturers,
if they brought their shoes to this country.

A Lynn, Mass, paper, commenting on that statement, says:

The A. E. Little Co. are entitled to the courage of thelr ignorance.
But are they sincere? Or Is it only a grab at free daily newspaper ad-
vertising and a desire to pose as the one American manufacturer who
has shoe produeing down to a really economic basis?

Mr. Little knew perfectly well that such an' untterance wonld be
grabbed up by every free-trade newspaper as a justificatlon of the at-
tack on the shoe duty. He knew it when he made a similar utterance
two years ago. He does not know that frce shoes wlil not injure him,
He will not find one manufacturer in a hundred to agree with him,
among the well-informed, who know the great advances made in foreign
shoemaking and styles within the past two years, not only In England,
but in FKrance, Germany, Austria, and cven Japan. Is there mnot a
pretty good chance that the other 99 are right and he is wrong? And
with the scales as evenly balanced as they are now, and forelzn shoe
Impaorts increasing tenfold in six mounths, as thef did in the Iast half
of 1910, Is it not fool's philosophy to propose to cive the forcigners
the equivalent of 10 cents on the dollar advantage?

It enn certainly do Mr. Little no good for the Government to thus
offer a 10 per cent inducement to forelgn shoemakers:; the almost
nnited opinion of other manufacturers is that it will do the whole
Ameriean shoe trade muoch harm; in common courtesy and falrness to
his fellowcraftsmen, could he not have restrained himself from this
rush to the center of the stage?

I nm informed that the A. E. Little shoe is marketed abroad
in an unusual way. The manufacturers of that shoe are among
the few American manufacturers who sell shoes abroad, and
they are among the limited number who sell shoes through their
own stores.

There is a shoe manufacturer in Great Britain named Clark
who runs a line of shoe stores similar to those familiar to us
in this country; he manufactures a man’s shoe. The manu-
facturers of the Sorosis shoe have made an arrangement with
Mr. Clark so that they sell their women’s shoes, the Sorosis
being a woman’s shoe, in the same establishment in whiech the
men’s shoes manufactured in Great Britain are sold. They have
ndopted this method of disposing of their goods, and, presnm-
ably, it is a profitable one, because it is being followed in Great
Britain and, I think, to some extent on the Continent.

One other point about the Sorosisshoe. I have a pair of them
here which I purchased yesterday in Washington, paying $4
for them.

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman allow me a qguestion?

Mr. WEEKS. Certainly.

AMr. CANNON. Do I understand the gentloman that Mr.
Clark, the English manufacturer, and the Magsnciusetts nmnu-
facturing company are selling their geods in this country

Alr. WEEKS. Not in this country, but in Great Dritain and
on the Continent.

AMr. CANNON. Are selling them In Great Britain from the
same room, one American made and the other Inglish made?

Alr. WEEKS. That is substantinlly correet. I believe there
is a thin partition between the two departments. -

AMr. CANNON. Is the gentleman from Massachusetts in-
formed as to whether there is being an international trust
formed between these makers of footwear?

Mr. WEEKS. My investigntion has not developed that fact.
Now, I have here a $4 shoe whieh three or four years ago
would probably have sold at $3.50. It is the ordinary Sorosis
shoe.

Mr. KENDALL. Will the gentleman yleld for a question?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr., KENDALIL. I understand the shoe that the gentleman
is now exhibiting sells now for $4, and the current price two

years ago was $3.507
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Mr. WEEKS. I did not say two years ago, but I think it
would have sold at one time at that price.

Mr. KENDALL. Is it possible that the price of shoes lhas
advanced that mueh since the tariff was removed?

Mr. WEEKS. I think so.

Mr. KENDALL. In the speeches made by the gentleman and
some of his colleagues two years ago, the country was assured
that the removal of the duty on hides would have the effect to
reduce the price of shoes to the consumer.

Mr. WEEKS. I wish the gentleman wounld apply that state-
ment to the man whe made the speech.

Mr. KENDALL. I was quite sure that I heard such words
fall from the lips of the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. WEBEKS. The gentleman from JTowa is mistaken; I
never made such a speech or such a statement.

Mr. KENDALL. I am glad to see that the interest of Mas-
sachusetts is reviving in the protective-tariff policy. Let me ask
another question: In the gentleman’s opinion, what is the ecause
of the increase In the price of shoes?

Mr. WEEKS. I will go into that in detnil later. Now, Mr.
Chairman, the tops of these Sorosis shoes, and every part ex-
cept the heel and the sole, is of viel kid, which is dutiable at
15 per eent. The shoe itself is dutiable at 15 per cent under
the Payne-Aldrich bill, and will be dutiable at 15 per cent if
the bill we have under consideration becomes a law. It is
therefore easy for Mr. Little to assure the people that he is
willing to have shoes made of eattle hides come in free when
his own production is protected at the rate of 15 per cent, and
will be if this bill becomes a Iaw as now written. It is possible,
of course, that e had not noticed this fact.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I trust that the gentleman
from Massachusetts does not mean to insinuate that there can
be any selfishness on the part of any manufacturer as to the
rates put on shoes.

Mr. WEEKS. Well, I will leave the gentleman to make up
his own mind on that score, having given him the faets.

Mr. CANNON. And yet, if T understand the gentleman right,
and I want to get the faets into my head correctly, this manu-
facturer, who seems to be willing that shoes made from hides
of cattle should be upon the free list, and this bill, if it be-
comes a law, leaves 15 per cent duty on the class of shoes he
gpeaks of made by Mr. Little—

Mr. WEEKS. That is correct.

Mr. CANNON. Then he is entirely disinterested, of course.
[Laughter.]

Mr. WHEKS. This completes my list of the 3 shoe manu-
facturers out of 1,322 who have made the publie statement that
they are willing to have shoes come in without a duty on them.

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. Is Mr. Little the only man who makes the
kind of shoe exhibited by the gentleman from Massachusetts,
and on which there is a tariff of 15 per cent?

Mr. WEEKS. No; I do not think he is—oh, no; he is not.

Mr. MADDEN. Are there any of the large Ameriean shoe
manufacturers who make this kind of a shoe?

Mr. WEEKS. That particular shoe is made alone by Mr.
Little, or the A. 1. Little Shoe Co.

Mr. MADDEN. Are there any other shoes of this class made?

Mr. WEEKS. There are other types of women's shoes that
are made of sueh material that they would not be put on the
free list under this Dill.

Mr. MADDEN. What is the percentage of this class of shoe
made in this country?

Mr. WEEKS. It is the percentage that would obtain from
having some other material than the hides of cattle, the pre-
dominant component in malking up the shoes.

Mr. MADDEN. What I want to know is, What proportion of
all of the shoes made consist of the class of shoes about which
the gentleman is speaking?

Mr. WEEKS. I have not that information.

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. KENDALI. Where does this disinterested manufacturer
live, who is willing to have everybody’s product but his own go
on the free list?

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Little manufactures in Lynn.

Mr. KENDALL. Massachusetts?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; Lynn, Mass,

Mr. KENDALL. I thought so.

AMr. WEEKS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I am going fo pass to
the proposition which was advanced the other day by the gen-
fleman from Kentucky [Mr. CaxrtrinL], that most of the items
in this proposed bill covered products which svere controlled
by ftrusts or combinations or monopolies. The shoe industry

is one of the best distributed industries in the manufacturing
line in the United States. Shoes are manufactured in 32 dif-
ferent States. 'The industry is inereasing very rapidly in sec-
tions of the South and West, more so than it is in the Iast, where
the industry originated. I recall only three manufacturers
which are capitalized in sueh a way that the stock bas a public
market; these are the Regal Shoe Co., the W. L. Douglas
Shee Co.,, and the McElwain Co. Some preferred stock of
each of these companies has a public market. There are many
shoe companies in name, but those companies are close corpo-
rations in which stoek has been issued to the partners and in
some cases to the employees, but in no case are they publie
corporations. I do not know a single ecase, and I can not find
one after considerable investigation, where the owners of any
particular company have any interest in any other company.
Therefore it is not possible that there can be any combina-
tion in the shoe industry in this country.

I want to eall to the attention of the House at this time,
fearing I may forget it, the fact that most grades of shoes sell
at a difference in price based on 25 cents. It may be claimed
that there is some combination or this would not be possible,
but that is not the case. Shoes sell at $3 or $3.25 or $3.50,
and every manufacturer who is making shoes of that general
style and price puts into his shoes such value that his shoes
will continue to sell. Suppose a man who sells shoes at $3.50
tries to scrimp their value, there are so many other well-known
$3.50 shoes on the market that the minute he commences to
lessen the value of his product his sales commence to decrease,
so he must keep up the quality in order to maintain his out-
put. Competition is keen enough in the shoe industry to bring
about that result.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. MICHAEL H. DRISCOLL. Mr. Chairman, I have been
paying a dollar a pair mere for my shoes sinee two years ago,
when hides were put upon the free list, and I inquired why.
I was told there was an arrangement between the different
manufacturers making that class of shoe by which they agreed
to raise the price. I do not know whether it is true or not, but
1 was told that by the people who sold me the shoes.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr, Chairman, there is no fruth in that state-
ment. There is no arcangement at all. There is not a scintilla
of evidence anywhere that there is any such arrangement. I
doubt if the gentleman from New York is paying a dollar more
for a shoe than he was three or four years ago—that is, for a
shoe of the same value. I think, probably, he is paying 50
cents more.

Mr. MIOHALL II. DRISCOLL. Made on the same last, by
the same parties, claimed to be made of the same kind of
leather, and on the same kind of machine.

Mr. WEEKS. It may be that that is true, but the probabili-
ties are that the increase has been 50 cents a pair instead of
&1, if the same quality is in the shoe. Now, as to the leather
industry. There is no combination in the leather industry. It
is true that there are two large leather companies in this
country—the Central Leather Co. and the Ameriean Hide &
Leather €o.—but I am informed they do not manufacture more
than 35 per cent of all the leather that is tanned in the United
States, probably not more than 80 per cent, without including
the tanning which is done for the packers—that is, by Armour
& Co., Swift & Co., and Morris & Co., who now tan or stock
tanneries, using in this way about one-half of the hides which
they produce. The other two large packers do not tan any
hides at all, but in any case, including the packers, these eom-
paniés do not include one-third of all the tanning establish-
ments, in number, in this country, and they do not include
more than about 35 per cent of the total output of leather. No
one can say—not even *the peerless one” would contend—
that 35 per cent of a business In several different hands con-
stitutes a trust or monopoly or combination.

Now, as to the question of machinery. It has been frequently
stated, both on this floor and in the public press, that tlie shoe
industry was in the hands of a machinery monopoly—that is,
in the hands of the United Shoe Machinery €o., which does a
large part of the shoe-machinery business of this country.
This company represents a combination made 12 years ago of
three companies—the Goedyear Sewing Machine Co., the Mae-
Kay Shoe Machinery Co., and the Consolidated & MacKay
Lasting Machine €o. Each of these companies furnished fun-
damental machines to perform a particular class of opera-
tions, each independent of the other, but together making up
the links of one industrial chain. Hut, in addition to these
main machines, this company owns or controls more than 100
different kinds of machines which are used in the manufacture
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of shoes. It does not require in its contract that any number
of its machines shall be used. In fact, there are G0 different
shoe machinery manufacturers in the United States furnishing
shoe machines which are working side by side with these funda-
mental machines of the United Shoe Machinery Co.

Any manufacturer ean lease the company’s essential machines
without being obliged to use any other machine which the com-
pany makes. Substantially every factory in the United States
uses machines which it has not obtained from the United Shoe
Machinery Co. In many cases they come in direct competition
with the machines which this company produces. None of the
machines which stitch together the pieces of the upper part of
the shoe are produced by this company, and necessarily these
machines must constitute a large part of any factory’'s equip-
ment. The direct advantage which the United Shoe Machinery
Co. has is that it ean furnish all the machines which are used
in attaching the soles and heels to the uppers, known as the
bottoming room, and I believe it is the only company which can
do this.

SUMMARY REGARDING MACHINES USED IN SHOE FACTORY FITTED TO MAKE
GOODYEAR-WELT SHOES.

Total operations in factory, hand and machine = 185

Hand operations __--

Total machine operations____

Total operations done .on machines not furnished by the United
Shoe Machinery Co. or which may be done on competing ma- 148
chines.

Any manufacturer is at liberty to lease the Goodyear welting
machine and the Goodyear stitching machine without being
obliged to lease or buy anything else from the company. Any
manufacturer can lease the company’s essential machines with-
out being obliged fo use any other of the many machines which
the company makes. IIe can take the others or leave them, as
he pleases, without regard to any lease he already holds.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota, Will the gentleman permit
a question?

Mr. WEEKS. T will.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota,
tected by patents.

Mr. WEEKS. They are protected by patents.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Are those patents near
termination or have they a long time to run?

Mr. WEEKS. They have different times to run, but different
patents are being taken out constantly, not only by the United
Shoe Machinery Co., but by all other companies.

Mr. MANN, Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. WEEKS, Certainly.

Mr., MANN. Have not a large number of the original pat-
ents run out?

Mr. WEEKS. Oh, undoubtedly; because this combination
was made 12 years ago and they had been manufacturing ma-
chines for many years before 1809.

Mr. MANN. These machines are also protected, as I under-
stand, by 45 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. WEEKS. They are.

Mr. MANN. Which it is not proposed to remove in connec-
tion with putting shoes on the free list.

Mr. WEEKS, That is a fact. I do not want to forget it,
but I noticed the gentleman from Illinois put in the Recorp
the other day a statement made by Mr. Florsheim, a Chicago
manufacturer, criticizing this machinery c¢ombination, as he
termed if, and said if shoes and leather were put on the free
list that machinery should be also.

I want to point out what would be the result of putting this
machinery on the free list. -The United Shoe Machinery Co.
not only manufactures in this country, but manufactures in
England, France, Germany, and Canada. It was necessary for
it to do this in order to maintain its patents in those coun-
tries. It manufactures the same machines in those four coun-
tries that it does in the United States and it supplies its entire
market for machines outside of the United States from those
factories. Now, if machinery were put on the free list, they
would nndoubtedly, if they were going to try to make the best
possible return on their capital, manufacture all machines
abroad and send them in here, because I have testimony, which
I will submit later, showing that the average wage which they
pay for labor in their manufactories in Burope is 9 cents an
hour, while the average wage paid in this country is 27 cents
an hour. They employ in the cities of Beverly, Lynn, and
Lawrence, Mass., 5,000 men, who are paid an average of $15.75
a week, the total wage being something like $75,000 a week,
or nearly $4,000,000 a year. Now, if their machinery were man-
ufactured on the other side at one-third the labor cost, we can
easily see that it would mean the payment of wages not of
$4,000,000, to our workmen, but either one-third of that amount
to our own workmen or to the workmen of a foreign country.

Are these machines pro-

Ehtat is what it would mean to put shoe machinery on the free
st.

I now yield to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BARNHART].

Mr. BARNHART. What is the fact about some of the manu-
facturers of this shoe machinery refusing to sell their ma-
chinery, but only leasing it?

Mr. WEEKS. The United Shoe Machinery Co. only leases its
machinery. It does not sell it at all.

Mr. BARNHART. Why not?

Mr. WEEKS. Because its policy is to lease its machinery.
I want to point out to the gentleman some advaniages that come
to the shoemaker as a result of this poliecy. Any man of good
character can start in the shoe business in this country if he
has money enough to furnish working capital for his husiness,
He can go into almost any good town and get a suitable plant
built for a shoe manufactory, without a large cost to himself,
and have his property exempted from taxation for a term of
years. He can obtain from the United Shoe Machinery Co,
machinery without any cost to himself, on a lease basis, so
that his machinery cost, as far as this company is concerned,
is nothing. Therefore this leasing system has tended to stimu-
late independent shoemakers in the United States and has pre-
vented the combinations which possibly would have been made
otherwise.

Mr. BARNHART. Another question. Is it not possible that
the price you speak of there might be maintained through the
action of the shoe-machinery companies in keeping their lease
rates so high that a man, in order to manufacture shoes, would
necessarily have to sell his ghoes at a higher rate from time to
time as this shoe-machinery company might dictate?

Mr. WEEKS. ILet me point out to the gentleman from
Indiana why it is not possible. In the first place, the average
wage paid to labor in the manufacturing industries in this
counfry is about 17} per cent of the entire cost. The average
wage paid to shoemakers in this country is about 22 per cent of
the cost of the finished product—43} per cent more than the
average in other industries. The labor cost of a $2.50 shoe—a
shoe that costs the manufacturer $2.500—is 22 per cent of that
amount, or about 55 cents a pair. The machinery cost of that
shoe is not over 44 cents a pair. The highest machinery cost on
any pair of shoes manufactured in this country is 5.00 cents a pair.
The lowest machinery cost is one-half cent a pair, and the aver-
age machinery cost of all shoes made in this country—there are
200,000,000 pairs made—is but 23 cents a pair. The gentleman
from Indiana can easily understand that if the wage cost is 22
per cent of the total cost, which in the $2.50 shoe would be 55
cents a pair, and if the average machinery cost is 23 cents a
pair, the machinery cost bears so small a proportion to the cost
of the shoe that it is negligible.

Mr., ESCH. Can a manufacturer of shoes lease a portion of
his machinery from the United Shoe Machinery Co. and pur-
chase or lease his other portion of machinery from other
manufacturers?

Mr. WEEKS. He can; and that is done by a large part of the
shoe manufacturers of this country.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want the clerk to read a letter which T
send to the desk from a manufacturer of women’s shoes in Fort
Dodge, Towa. I use this because it is an admirable statement
of what I have been outlining, and which I would like to have
time to discuss further, and would do so if the facts were not
so clearly stated in this letter. However, before the reading
of the letter I will yield to the gentleman from Missourl [Mr.
Rucker].

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri,

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I understood the gentleman to
say that the policy on the part of shoe manufacturers of renting
machinery with which they made the goods they sell, instead of
purchasing the machinery outright, enabled the manufacturers
to engage in the business with less capital than would otherwise
be necessary?

AMr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri.
the number of manufactures?

Mr. WEEKS., Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. If the figures submitted by Mr.
Harnris, of the gentleman's State, are correct, they would show
that in 1910 there were 1,316 different concerns in the United
States making shoes, when statistics show that 10 years ago
there were more than 2,000 concerns making shoes, so that it
seems to indieate that the number of concerns is getting less
rather than more.

Mr. WEEKS. That is true; but if it bad not been for this
practice of renting machines I believe that instead of there be-
ing 1,316 different concerns now in the United States there

Before the letter is read?

And that would tend to increase
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would be considerably less. This policy has not prevented
people from engaging in the shoe manufacturing business, but
it has, in my judgment, decreased the tendeney to abandon it.

My, JACKEON. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
¥yield to the gentleman from Ilansas?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes,

Mr, JACKSON. The gentleman stated the cost of the product
in England and in this country, and also stated the cost per
pair on shoes costing about $£2.50 per pair.

Ar. WEEKS. The labor cost I stated, to which the gentleman
refers, is the labor cost of manufacturing the shoe machinery,
not the labor cost of manufacturing the shoes.

Mr. JACKSON. Can the gentleman give us the labor cost of
manufacturing shoes in this country and in Fngland?

Mr. WEBEKS., Yes; I will do that later.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetis
yield to the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. COX of Ohio. I would like to ask the gentleman, before
he passes from the feature of foreign patent rights, whether it
is not true that American manufacturers are no longer com-
pelled to maintain their plants in ‘Germany in order to retain
their patent rights? X

Mr. ' WEEKS. I understand that is correct; but the United
Shoe Machinery Co. built a plant in Germany when it was
necessary for them ‘to maintain the plant there in order to
retoin their patent rights. i

Mr. COX of Ohio. Now, will the gentleman permit this ob-
servation? At the time the American Government had mp
with the German Government, through the Comniissioner of
Patents and the Secretary of State, the matter of eliminating
this practice, many eof the manufacturers in my part of the
country—and I think I represent the largest export district in
America—were anxious to have that practice or regulation
done away with. Our manufacturers held that by means of
high-class machinery and help they were able to effect econo-
mies by manufacturing in this country and shipping the prod-
ucts abroad. It is true with reference to the cash register and
the sewing machine that it is cheaper to make them in Ohio
and sghip them abroad than to make them in Russia or in
Germany, a situation that conflicts with the gentleman's state-
ment with reference to cheaper laber abroad.

AMr. WEEKS. That is true of certain industries, notably
with the bridge-building industry. Some industries may be so
wall developed in this country that they ecan compete with
any foreign manufacturer or with the facilities which any
foreign manufacturer has. But I will call attention a Iit-
tle later on to the fact that these facilities are constantly
increasing over there, and they are becoming more active rivals
all the time. Turthermore, the question of manufacturing in
this country or abroad would be largely determined by the pro-
portional cost of labor to the whole cost.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetis
¥yleld to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. WEEKS. Certainly; I yield.

Mr. MANN. I will state to the gentleman in that connection
that the bill proposes to put biscuits and crackers, and go forth,
on the free list, and keeps the duty on nearly all the machinery
msed in making them. The tariff is paid on that machinery,
because it is imported from England. It is not made hoere.

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish once more to ecall attention to the
fact that the letter now abeunt to be read swas written by a
shoe manufacturer located at Fort Dodge, Towa, and it is a
statement of his idea of the advantages of using the machinery
of the United Shoe Machinery Co.

The Clerk vead as follows: % S
ECEMDER 106, 1910.

Deap Bie: My attentlon has been ecalled to an artlele appearing in
September number of Hampton's Magazine on the shoe-machinery ques-
tion. The author of this article, while in the main correct, lins pre-
sented his article in sueh o way that the reading publie are likely to
be entirely misled as to any real danger or hardship or appression.
Almost any large business, when dealt with in the n gate, that is,
as 10 the volume of business and profits, and not 'h{ tge unit of profit
or flrollt by artiele, is apt to appear in a false l{:ht and ereate an
ontirely wrong impression with the public. Speelally is this true if
the charge is made, as this article states, that the Ameriean
being robbed and that the royalty paid to the United Shoe
Co. constitutes a large share of the cost of shoes and attributes in large
degree the high cost of living to this faect. Nothing could bhe further
from the truth. While it is true that the machinery company in
large measure controls the shoe machinery industry, it is so by vfrtue
of having the best machinery on the market for the different processes
of shocmaking,

cople are
Iachinery

Being a manufacturer of shoes (we make women’s shoes), T am in a
position to speak authorltnl'lveljs' on the subject.

Dealing with the subject as it applies to each pair of shoes, what do
we find? We find that the Jargest amount of royalty that is paid on
the bighest-priced women's welt shoes is about 4% conts per pair.
Now, this would not appear to be such a large amount to go into
hysteries about when compared with the total value of the shoe, This
cost is, of course, added in the cost of the shoes, the same as leather,
Iabor.l and any items of expense in manufacturing, and, as ¥ou sce,
constitutes a very small amount of the cost or value of a shoe.

A shoe selling to the consumer at $4, $4.50, or $5 would have 4%
eents royalty cost. But what do we get for it? We get, first, as stated,
the best made, most efficlent machinery ever placed on the market for
the different operations of manufacturing shoes. Next, we have the use
of a corps of expert machinists, who come without cost to us (sent by
the United Stntes Machinery Co. from their different agencies) to set
up the machines, teach operators, and keep the machines in repair at all
times. WWe just to-day telegraphed for machinists to come to. repair
and put In operation two of their machines which beeame disabled.  We
are entitled to and get the benefit of improvements on machines by pay-
ing freight only on new machines. They send machinists to put u
machines, teach ogcmtors in every instance, and also at any time if
miachines are disabled or new operators to be taught.

Royalties are very small, on some machines in the system from §5
to §50 a year. For a few machines operating material is bought from
the companf. such as nails and wire, but the cost per pair is so ve
small that it Is hard to figure in some instances the cost per pair,
think I can safely and conservatively say that 85 per eent of the shoe
manufacturers of the country are perfectly satisfied with the preseént
conditions, with the cost, with the treatment, and with the advantages
of having the best-organized concern, employing the best and most com-

ctfnt machinists, who are at all times at the service of the shoe manu-
acturer.

_Now, 08 to any presumed extortion from the consuming public.
What would be the result if we were operating under old conditions?
Beyeral different machines for doing the same operations would be on
the market, some good, some bad, and some ?uite indifferent, Lbut none
of them with the efficiency of the machines in operation now, because
the United 8hoe Machinery Co. do not E“t out machines until they
have been thoroughly tested and found absolutely perfect in their op-
erntion, This is necessary from every polnt of economy, because their
revenue depends upon the perfect and constant working of the machines,
as most of the royalty is pald so much per pair. The shoe mann-
facturer is not n machiniat. When, under old econditions, he bought n
mnachine he had to buy it outright and take his chaneces on its doing
the work as represented by the company selling, and also tnke his chances
on an improvement heing made at any time which would make his ma-
chinery wortlhless. He would have to cmplo‘\: an expert machinist, com-
petent to take care of :all his machines, which eould hardly be done,
for the United Shoe Machinery Co. people find they have to and do
employ -separate machinists for cach system of machines. If such o
machinist could be employed, he would be a very high-priced man, and
the ordinary manufacturer could not afford to prg the price, and if
they did they would Lave to add the extra cost 1o the cost of the shoe,
Bo, taking the expense ineurred by deprecinting machinery, which would
be constantly occurring in large degree, other than ordinary wear and
tear on account .of continual supposed imlnrm'emtmt, together with the
larze expense of employing at bigh salarles expert machinists to take
care of and kee&r in repair the machines, the cost per pair over what it
now costs wounld conservatively amount to fonr or five times as much as
the Present royalty system involves. What would be the result? Ivery
small concern and, in fact, every concern except the very largest would
be forced out of business, becnuse they would not have capital enough
to keep up their machinery account and employ the high-priced experis
to take care of it, and we would have a shoe manufacturers’ trust far
more formidable and costly to thé consumers than under present con-
ditions. The fact is that under the admirable organization cf the
United S8hoe Machinery Co. the industry of shoe manufacturing is
gtimulated, so that any energetic, eapable person with a little money
can go into the shoe manufacturing business. The development of the
shoe industry in the United States in the past few years has demon-
strated this. The people to-day are buying better shoes for the same or
less money than it would be possible under, strictly speaking, competi-
tive shoc-mnchinerg competition. It might be asked where and how
does the United Shoe Machinery Co. make such large carnings? Per-
pair the profit is small, but in the aggregate, due to their magnificent
organization and equipment and the consolidation of the busincss, the
operating cost is reduced and the nggregate profit, of course, large. In
other words, they save what would be wasted or dissipated by the old
method, and the public is getting their share of this saving.

No one can complain from an economic point of view to a 43 cent a
pair cost in -n pair of shees when that cost would be doubled or trebled
under other and less favorable conditions.

I am induced to write this letter in order that a false issuc may mot
be started and the consumer of shoes be led astray by a wrong concep-
tion of the matter,

Very truly, It. O. GuEEN.

Mr. HARDY. In connection with the suggestion made by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mawx] that the machinery
to make erackers, and so forth, was imported and a duty paid
on it beeause not made in this country, I noted that the gentle-
man now occupying the floor [Mr. Wrexks], when the guestion
was raised by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BArNmaArt] as
to whether the machinery cost might not intérfere with the
independents making shoes, stated that the machinery cost of
most manunfactured articles was befween 2 and 4 per cent.

Mr. WEEKS. The gentleman from Texas misunderstood me.
I said the machine cost for manufacturing shoes averaged 2%
cents a pair. I was not speaking of other articles.

Mr. HARDY. Now, I want to suggest, with reference to the
statement of the gentleman from Illinois, that the machine cost
for crackers made a very small per cent of the total cost of
crackers, and that therefore the duty paid would be so in-
finitesimally small in connection with the total cost that it
geems to me that ought not to affect the cost of crackers.



888

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—IOUSE.

May 3,

Mr. FORDNEY. What is the machinery cost for making
crackers? :

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, I stated when I began speak-
ing to-day that I was going to talk about the shoe and leather
industry. I think I know something about that, and I do not
want to have injected into it some other matter which I have
not investigated and concerning which I may not have the
information.

Mr. HARDY., The gentleman is right; but I only spoke of
that in reply to what the gentleman from Illinois had said.

Mr. FORDNEY. If the gentleman from Massachusetts will
permit me, as long as the gentleman’s remarks about the ma-
chinery cost of manufacturing crackers are in the REecorp, I
would like to have in the Recorp a statement of what the
machinery cost for making crackers is.

Mr. WEEKS. I should like to have this cracker argument
left out of my remarks. ‘

Mr. MANN. The other side of the aisle are very much inter-
ested in crackers.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, just for the purpose of get-
ting the thing clearly in the Recorp, I should like to ask the
gemtleman from Massachusetts whether or not the United
Machinery Co., referred to in the letter that has just been read,
is the United Shoe Machinery Co., of Massachusetts?

Mr. WEEKS. It is the same company.

Now, Mr. Chairman, one critic of the United Shoe Machinery
Co., at least in some respects, is Mr. Charles H. Jones, presi-
dent of the Commonwealth Shoe Co., to whom I have referred.
Notwithstanding his not being entirely in sympathy with this
company, I want to read something that Mr. Jones stated in
a public interview four years ago as to the advantages of this
company’s machinery and its methods.

Q. Is it not a fact, as claimed by the advocates of this blll, that the
Shoe Machinery Co. is very arbitrary in its dealingg with the shoe manu-
facturers and that its large earnings are a heavy tax on the indus-
triy; ?7—A. There are, undoubtedly, some clauses in the different leases
which manufacturers are required to sign with the machinery company
that give the impression that the company desires to bind the manu-
facturers and limit them In their business action to an unreasonable
extent. At the time of the organization of the machinery company I
resented very deeply what seemed to me the extreme and unfair advan-
tage that they were taking of the power which they undoubtedly held
over shoe manufacturers, but in the six or seven years during which
they have been in operation I must say that I have waited in vain for
any unfair or arbitrary use of this power on the part of the company ;
in fact, their dealings with us have been marked by more consideration
than was formerly shown us by many of the constituent companies.
is a fact that must not be overlooked, that if the company is a des-
potism it has been up to this time of the most benevolent tyﬂ . It has
actually reduced the prices on many of Its machines; it has placed
others in our hands on a rental system that has saved us a very large
investment of capital; it hag certainly given more faithful care and
attention to the running of the machines and keeplng them in order;
and in our country factories, where we employ a large proportion of
Inexperienced help, they have given us more constant and faithful atten-
tlon in instroecting new operators and in the supervision of the machin-
ery under trylng conditions than we ever obtained from any of the con-
stituent companies,

. Has the charge for such service as you describe been increased
over what you formerly paid?—A. I can not say that it has. As far
as I recall them, the royalties demanded by the company are the same,
exactly In amount, that we have always pald. It is only fair to ad
that they have supplied us with many additional machines to do the
minor parts of the work, without any charge at all. These machines
have been of considerable value to us, both in the saving of labor and
increasing the uniformity of the goods, and are such machines as
would undoubtedly have cost us a round sum if the United Shoe
Machinery Co. had not been in gmslﬁou to furnish them to us gratis.

Q. The newspaper reports of the hearings at the legislature made
quilte prominent the statement that exorbitant prices have been charged
by the company for supplies. The Erices of tacks and nails In the
open market and the price charged by the Shoe Machinery Co. were
compared. Do these statements show the facts as they actually
exist 7—A. 1 did not see the statemcnts, and so can not answer that
question; but If yon wish to know whether the company is charging
us an unfalr price for tacks and nails, will say that this is entirely
untrue. The royalty on some of their machines is derived from the
price of the tacks and nails used on them; consequently the price
which they charge for the tacks and nails is certainly greater than the
game thing could be bought In the market for use by hand; but, as a
matter of fact the Shoe Machinery Co. charges us no more for tacks
to-day than they did mun{ years ago when tacks in the open market
were much cheaper than to-day; in fact, my impression is that they
have actually reduced the price of tacks between 20 and 30 per cent,
while everyone knows that the cost of tacks and nails in the open
market has advanced.

Algo, In regard to eyelets, which they now manufacture extensively,
we are ga{!ng them from 10 to 20 per cent less than we formerly paid,
although it is perfectly well known that the copper and spelter from
which they are manufactured have advanced in price nearly 50 per
cent since 1800, )

Q. You do not seem to be one of the manufacturers who regard this
trust as one of the burdens on the industry 7—A. I must say that that
is not my vlew to-day. I am hy no means convinced that all their
methods are the best, or that thelr policies might not be changed to
make them more liberal in some respects, but I am very glad to say
that the expectations I had of what was to be the result of this com-
bination when it was formed have not bLeen borne out by our expe-
rlence. Tp to thizs time I do not belleve nny manufaecturer who has
been honest and straightforward in his dealings with the company can
show any clear grievance agalnst the company, or can make out the
slightest case of crowding or coercion. On the contrary, 1 can say for

ourselves that the guestlon of royaltles and machinery, which was for-
merly one of the most vexatious and exacting deimrtments of our busi-
ness, has ceased to give us any concern at all. We were formerl
obliged to examine new inventlons, and were forced to make experl-
ments with machines for months at a time, with the result that we
obtained more or less bad work, and were put to much useless expense,
and the thought and attention of our best men was given to deciding
between the merits of the old and the new. We were obliged to dicker
and trade with every different manufacturer of machinery all the time
with the moral certainty that somebody who had more time and atten-
tion to give to it would get a better bargain than we were able to
obtain, and with it all there was an enormouns and perpetual shrinkage
on account of the changes made necessary by the introduction and
adoption of machinery that was not thoroughly and satisfactorily de-
veloped before belng placed ome the market. ‘To-day this is all changed.
If we want a machine, we simply notify the company. Their agent
confers with our foreman. The best machine known for doing the
work Is installed with little or no expense to us. We are obliged to
pay a rental In some cases, which would amount to about the same as
the yearly shrinkage in value of the machine if we had had to buy it,
but the capital which we would formerly have been called upon to
invest Is still in our possession for use in our regular business. We
are confident that we are getting the machine on as favorable terms as
any competitor, and we are enabled to employ our own time and ability
In the legitimate branches of our business, and we have not, up to this
time, been obliged to pay as much for this privilege as we formerly
paid, for the very much lesa satisfactory condition. It may be true
that the Shoe Machinery Co. suppresses inventions, but my own ex-
erlence with outside manufacturers during the past five or six years
as gone quite a way toward convinclng me that the outside inventor
gets all the consideration from the company to which he is entitled.
We have encouraged a few of them that we thought had good things,
only to be sold out by them as soon as they could make a satisfactory
trade with the company. -

I wish to summarize some of the facts relating to this com-
pany and its business. The highest royalty charged in the
manufacture of any shoe—the Goodyear welt men’'s shoes—
is 5.09 cents per pair; for women’s Goodyear welt shoes the
royalty charged is 4.24 cents per pair; for McKay shoes, 1.75
cents per pair; for Goodyear turned shoes (both of the Iat-
ter women’s shoes), 1.1 cents per pair. This rental includes
installation of machines, maintenance of machines, deprecia-
tion, all eare of machines, and repairs, except the cost of
new parts. The royalties charged abroad—and exactly the
same methods are followed in other countries which prevail
here—are the same as in the United States. It is claimed that
the ecompany has furnished its lessees with the very best equip-
ment obtainable at all times; that it always substitutes im-
proved machines for those which have become out of date; that
since the combination was formed it has eliminated payments
whiech were previously required for the installation of machines;
that it has reduced its rentals and royalties, both directly and
indirectly—the latter by furnishing auxiliary machines with-
out additional royalty charge. It has constantly increased the
efficiency and extent of its service; it has spent from $300,000
to $750,000 a year since the organization of the company in
maintaining a corps of inventors and developers in Its experi-
mental department. During this time nearly 100 new machines
have been developed by the company, and by the use of these
new machines it is believed that manufacturers save annually
in cost of production an amount greater than the royalties paid
at the time the company was organized, 12 years ago.

I now take up the third proposition which T stated at the
outset, and that is, why English shoes are sold in this country,
why American shoes are sold in Europe, and why the shoe
sales in many European countries are not inereasing, and other
matters relating to that subject.

We were the earliest and best developers of shoe machinery,
which is the basis of the great prosperity in the shoe manufac-
turing industry to-day. As I have said, it only costs 2§ cents
to make shoes with this machinery, while if labor had to be
used the eost would probably be many times as much. The
machinery is so well developed that it makes a better shoe, on
the whole, than we would be likely to get if it were handmade.

Most of our shoes gold in Europe are made by a few manu-
facturers. George E. Keith is the largest seller, probably sell-
ing one-third of all the American shoes now sold in Europe. He
has 28 shoe stores in Great Britain, 5 in London, 1 in Paris,
and 1 in Brussels. Quite likely Mr, Keith makes more per pair
by selling in this way than he would in any other. In any ease,
it is ecarrying out the same methods which prevail in this
country, developed during the last 20 years by onr large shoe
manufacturers. Among the other large sellers abroad are the
makers of the Sorosis, the W. L. Douglas, the Regal, and the
Hanan. American shoes sold abroad are largely sold through
these shoe stores established by the manufacturers themselves,
They are not sold through jobbers to the same extent that shoes
are in this country.

Now, why do people buy them if they can buy as good a shoe
at the same price made in their own country, as they un-
doubtedly ean? I do not believe that an American shoe ever
sold on the other side on account of its being clicap in price, but



1911. CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE. 889

because it had more style and fitted the foot befter. In fact,
we do not sell any low-priced shoes in Europe.

The shoes that we sell there are all shoes varying from $3.50
to §7 a pair. They sell, first, because there Is a large colony of
Americans, especially in Paris, London, and other centers, who
naturally buy the American product. Then there are people
in Europe who like to buy things made abroad. In addition,
there are thousands and tens of thousands of Americans travel-
ing in Europe who naturally buy the shoe that they would buy
at home if they were here. These classes furnish a large per
cent of the market we are finding for our shoes abroad, and
this business is being extended. My attention was ealled the
other day to one of these American shoemakers who started a
store in Sofin. This was no sooner done than a capitalist living
there, attracted by the character of the shoe, thought it would
be a good business, went to Germany, and made arrangements
with the United Shoe Machinery Co. to start a manufacturing
plant in Sofia. Then he went to Paris and raised additional
capital, so that he Is going to establish a manufacturing plant
in Constantinople, one in Bucharest, and one at some other point
in the Balkans; I do not recollect just where.

But we are not selling more shoes in Great Britain than a
year ago; we are selling less, because the Euglish have got on
to our methods and our form and our style. We are selling
more shoes in Canada, Cuba, and Mexico—very many more—in
fact, nearly the entire increase in our sales abroad is in these
countries. We are selling these shoes because the countries
mentioned are near at hand, can buy more readily, and get
quicker delivery than if they buy elsewhere. But our Enropean
trade is not increasing. That with Great Britain and France is
actually falling off. Another reason, which I have neglected
mentioning, why our shoes sell in Great Britain is that we have
always made a shoe of better style. We have always made half
sizes in shoes. The English for many years made their shoes
varying from one size to another—a three or a four or a five,
but no three and a half or four and a half or five and a half.
They made only one width, or at most two, in each style. A
friend of mine has told me recently that he went into many shoe
stores in a city of 300,000 people in Great Britain, some seven
years ago, and tried to buy an English shoe of more than one
width, but he could not find such an article in any shoe store in
that particular eity. We make seven and eight widths for each
size of shoe. That is one of the elements in increasing the cost
in our shoe manufacturing business. We manufacture so many
varieties of shoes, so many sizes, and so many forms.

That condition, however, is what originally gave us this
foreign trade. We fit the foot of the purchaser; and, therefore,
when a man has worn an American shoe once his disposition is
to wear the same American shoe again., These methods have
been adopted by foreign manufacturers, who have sent their
men over here, putting them into our factories, buying our lasts,
and getting our ideas, so that they are in time going to manu-
facture a8 good shoes in Great Britain and in France and in
Germany as we do in this country. I do not mean shoes having
as much value of material in them—because they have always
put the value of material into the shoes—but shoes that will
fit the foot—that have the style—and, therefore, are likely to
sell as well as ours. The same condition is true in the manu-
facture of leather. 3

A few davs ago I was informed by a tanner of leather in
Massachusetts, one who has been shipping a large quantity of
leather to Great DBritain, that he had been informed by his
customers there that the German and French leather was now
quite as good as ours, and could be had at lower prices than
they were paying in this country, Inecidentally, the viel kid
that I have spoken of, which composes the upper of the Sorosis
shoe, was a German patent, which our people took up and devel-
oped in this ecountry. Two former Members of this House, Mr.
Foerderer and Mr. Burke, of Pennsylvania, were the developers
of vici kid; they built np a very large frade in this country by
using this German patent and making a produect suitable for the

. market and also sellable abroad. Now, those people on the
other side are making use of their own patents, and have devel-
oped a leather which fairly well meets the requirements of the
trade which our leather Liag heretofore supplied.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say, with the
gentleman’s permission, that I spent over a year in Scotland,
and you can not possibly detect the difference now in some of
the best quality of English-made shoes from the American shoes.
I have been fooled a number of times myself in the purchase
of shoes, supposing I was buying an American shoe, when, in
faet, it was an English-made shoe.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have passed
around this shoe which I hold in my hand having the toe cut

off, because it is a sample of the best class of American-manu-
factured shoe. It is the Goodyear welt shoe, made for women.
The section shows the connection between the inner sole, the
upper, the welt, and the outer sole. I think it may be of some
interest, because it represents the best product of our machine-
made shoe and indicates the ingenuity required to develop
machinery which will do all of this work.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman, while the
shoe is zoing around, permit one guestion?

Mr. WEBEKS. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to wait for the
shoe to get around; but I will say to the gentleman that I
will pield to him for a question.

Mr. HARDY. If one of your companies can maintain and
establish 23 honses in Great Britain in competition with the
shoemakers of that country there, why can they not do it here?

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, I have explained to the com-
mittee why those houses have been established over there—
because we were making a shoe of an excellent style, a shoe
which fitted the foot, and our competitors were doing neither.

Our shoemakers made a shoe which was sold to American
travelers and American residents over there and other people
who liked it better than the shoe which was made there.- Now,
the English manufacturer is using the same last, frequently
purchased in this country, and he is using the same machin-
ery——

Mr. HARDY. [Is it the gentleman’s conclusion that these 23
houses established by an American factory would have to be
closed in Great Britain?

Mr. WEEKS. Ob, people are very largely influenced by cus-
tom and habit. T do not think they will be immediately closed,
but I am told that some of them are not profitable to-day, while
some have worked up a profitable trade. It depends upon the
local conditions. I do not think they will be closed this year
or next year. I do not think they will be even if shoes are put
on the free list, but eventually I feel positive they will go out
of business in the countries referred to. Such ventures are
seldom profitable at once; it takes time, capital, and experience
to build up a profitable foreign trade.

Mr. HARDY. Now, I am asking for information, because I
understood gentlemen the other day to say they bought the
same kind of shoes in London much cheaper than they were
sold here, and I did not understand the gentleman to deny that,
and T would like to ask now, Is it a fact that those shoes are
sold cheaper abroad than here?

Mr. WEEKS. It is not a fact. I do not believe you can buy
an American-made shoe in London a cent cheaper than in this
country. On the contrary, in some stores in some places it will
sell at a higher price. The United Shoe Machinery Co., manu-
facturing its machinery abroad, as I have shown, at one-third
of the labor cost In this country, leases it abroad exactly as it is
leased in this country and at the same rate. There is no for-
eign manufacturer getting a single machine of the hundred and
some odd made by the United Shoe Machinery Co. one penny
cheaper than that machinery is being leased for in this country.

Mr. HARDY. 1What I wanted was the statement from the
gentleman that it is not a fact that shoes made here are sold
cheaper abroad than at home,

Mr. WEEKS, I do not know of any such case and do not
believe it exists.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota.
tleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

.Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, T yield the gentleman such
time a8 may be necessary to permit him to conclude his re-
marks,

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, I will try not to intrude upon
the time of the committee any longer than necessary, but I have
been delayed somewhat by questions.

Mr. MARTIN of Bouth Dakota. Will the gentleman yield for
a (uestion?

Mr. WEEKS, Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. If it be a fact, as the gen-
tleman stated, that Ameriean manufacturers are not selling
their shoes in the Inglish market cheaper than they are selling
them here, has the American manufacturer anything to fear
from the competition of English shoes in this country?

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, that is a pretty difficult ques-
tion to answer definitely, but I will try to answer it before I
finish my statement.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentleman
just at that point to see if I understand-it. I understand the
United Shoe Machinery Co. of America charges the same license
for their machinery and that they manufacture at a less labor
cost in Europe than here.

Mr. WEEKS. Absolutely.

Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
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Mr. CANNON. Now, then, I understand that they are sell-
ing that machinery, manufactured abroad at a less Iabor cosl,
to the foreign manufacturer and that he engages in the manu-
facture of :shoes abroad at one-half or less the labor cost with
the same kind of machinery that comes in competition under
this bill with American-made shoes——

Mr. WEEKS. That is true, except they do not sell the
machinery ; they lease the machinery there, as they do here.

Mr. CANNON. Now, the machinery which they lease is
similar in Europe to that used in the United States, and it is
leased upon the same terms; but in the United States, as I un-
derstand the gentleman, and that is what I want to ask him,
the cost of operating the machinery in the shoe factory is at
least double what it is in Hurope. Is‘that correct?

Mr. WEEKS. That is substantially correct; I am just com-
ing to the guestion of labor cost.

Mr. BHERLIZY. If the gentleman will permit, are not two
statements inaccurate? Last and style have nothing to do
with thie machinery leased by this company, both to the English
and American manufacturer.

Mr. WEEKS. The last is an entirely different matter from
the machinery, of course. But they are buying their lasts
over here in order to get our styles.

1 want to add one word to my answer to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Caxxon], to the effect that the machinery cost
of shoes i8 less in this country than it was five years ago. It
is less than it was 10 years ago, when the combination was
formed. It is the only item which goes into the making nup of
a shoe which has not inereased in cost in the last 10 years, and
the machinery cost is the only item going into the making of
shoes abroad which is not cheaper abroad than it is in this
country. Every article that goes to make up the shoe, in small
ways, as well as the leather, is cheaper abroad than it is here.

AMr. MARTIN of South Dakota, Will the gentleman yield
for one other question?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; I yicld to the gentleman from South
Dakota.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Do the English shoes of the
same grade sell in the English market for a less price than an
American shoe of that grade? )

Ar. WEEKS. It is pretty difficult to tell.
of as good style——

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The inquiry of the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Caxxox] and the answer to the same
would indicate that the Englishman may make his shoes of the
same grade cheaper than the American. You have stated that
the American gets as large a price in England as he does liere.
I think it wounld be quite as important to be informed as ‘to
whetlier the Englishman is getting a larger profit upon the same
grade or whether he is selling cheaper.

Mr. WEELRS. It is difficult to say when a shoe is of the
same grade, although they are made by the same machinery
and on the same last. It is a question of finish. The English
use some different methods from ours in making their shoes.
They use hand labor instead of machine labor, in some in-
stances, which adds something to the cost of the shoe.

Alr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The question of grade would
be the controlling question ywith the purchaser, would it not?

AMr. WEEKS. The question of style, and whether the shoe
fitted his foot or not—such things are taken into consideration
and are frequently the controlling factors in deciding what
shoe one will buy.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the genfleman yield?

Mr. WEEKS. I yield.

Mr. MOORE of Peunnsylvania. Can the gentleman tell us
anything about the custom that is said to prevail in certain
Turopean countries of marketing as American made goods that
are made at a cheaper wage rate in Europe than in the United
States?

Mr. WEEKS. I do not know anything about it.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The consular reports fre-
quently tell us that is the practice, namely, that shoes made
abroad arve labeled “American-made shoes,” and in this way
obtain popularity in foreign markets.

Mr. WEEKS. It is possible that is so, but I have not in-
vestigated that subject.

Alr. MURRAY. May I ask'the gentleman whether or not he
has any figures which he can give us on the relative efficiency
of American shoe laborers and foreign shoe laborers?

AMr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, I'have not any definite fizures
on that subjeet, but this machine labor is largely controlled
anfl limited by the agreements which are made with the
unions in both countries, to a greater extent abroad perhaps
than it is in this country. TFor instance, a welter of shoes in

If they are not

Brockton, Mass., welts 22 dozen pairs a day. If he is a skilled
man he may finish his day's work at 3 o’clock in the afternoon.
In this respect, I should say, it is something similar to piece-
work. DBut I see no reason why the shoemaker of England
should not be as competent a man as the shoemaker in this
country. He is nof, however, able to complete as much in the
way of finished product, because the methods over there have
not been as up-to-date as our methods; that is, they have in
the past nsed more hand labor, and, in consequence, less ma-
chine work has been done. But all of these conditions are
being gradually ehanged to conform to those which obtain in
this country.

Mr. CONNELL. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. WEEKS. T yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CONNELL. The gentleman has stated that a great deal
of the trade in American slioes abroad comes from Americans
who travel abroad?

Mr. WEEKS. TUndoubtedly.

Mr. CONNELL. I wonder if there are any statistics on that
subject?

Mr. WEEKS. I do not think it would be possible to get
statistics on it.

Mr. CONNELL. Ts it not a fact that the average American
traveling in Iurope is more apt to buy the thing that is made
abroad for the novelty of the thing?

Mr. WEEKS. That might be true of other articles of wear,
but I do not think it would be true with respect to shoes. My
little experience and the inquiries that I have made upon that
subject would lead me to a directly contrary view. Americans
abroad are sight-secing and they can not take ehances on wear-
ing ill-fitting shoes,

Mr. AUSTIN. Now, I would like to ask the gentleman if it is
not true that our Consular Service, our consuls abroad, have
reported that since the introduction of the American machinery
in the manufacture of shoes our trade in Great Britain and on
the Continent has fallen off'?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; our trade is falling off in Great Britain
and on some parts of the Continent.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to continue the third proposition
which I advanced when I commenced to speak, regarding the
gales of shoes abroad and here, the cost of labor, and other
itemis which bear upon that propesition. We make in the
United States 260,000,000 pairs of shoes in a year at this time.
The average labor cost is $460 a year to those engaged in the
manufacture. There is considerable difference in the wages
paid to labor in the different eections of this country which
I want to point out, not because the highest wage is paid in
thie State which I in part represent, but because it shows the
benefit which acerues to the laboring man from inereaging the
output to the full eapacity of a factory and locality—the ad-
vantage which comes from developing the industry to the
highest possible degree of efliciency.

For instance, Brockton, in Massachuseits, is the largest shoe
manufacturing point in the United BStates, and the highest
average wage paid to shoe werkers in the United States is paid
in Brockton. The next largest manufacturing point in the
United States, excluding one or two points in California, where
a limited business is done, is ILynn, Mass, and the second
highest rate of wages paid in the United States is paid in Lynn,
The wages paid there are materially higher than the wages paid
in most othier Massachusetts cities and towns and very mueh
higher than the average paid elsewlere in New England, and
go much higher than the averaze paid in other parts of the
country that you will see the probable advantage in developing
these industries at certain points to the highest dezree of
efliciency.

Mr. SIERLEY. Will the gentleman permit a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachiusetts
yield to the gentleman from Kentueky?

Mr. WEEKS. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. SHERLIY. The statement of the gentleman as to the
rates of wages is very interesting. Does it not also show that
the laborers’ compensation is not entirely dependent upon the
tariff, if they are getting different rates in this country?

Mr. WEEKS. I think that is true. I do mot think anyone
will contend, and I do not believe it has ever been contended
on this floor by anybody who has ever given serious considera-
tion to the subject, that the difference of wage paid to Iabor in
this country and other countries depended entirely upon ihe
tariff.

Mr. SHERLEY. The gentleman’s statement as to * those who
have given serious consideration to the matter” lets him ont.
[Laughter.! It has'been stated repeatedly on this floor that the
rate of woges depended on the tariff.
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Mr. WEEKS. I give these figures, not to reflect in any way
upon other parts of the country, but because they are interesting
and should go in the IRECORD.

In the Southern States the shoe industry from 1900 to 1905
increased 110 per cent. It is increasing in some of the sections
of the West much more rapidly than in New England. For
instance, Ohio has become the third largest shoe-manufacturing
State in the Union, and Missouri has become the fourth, the
industries in those States being largely centered in Columbus
and Cineinnati in the one State and in St. Louis in the other.
There are 2,363 people employed in this industry in the South-
ern States, and their wages are $807,000 a year, or about $266
each.

The average wages paid in the Atlantic States, which includes
New York and Pennsylvania and Delaware and Maryland, is
£423, or a little less than the average wage for the whole
country. There are 30,277 people employed, and their wages are
$12,802,855 a year. -

The average wage for the Central States, which include the
Mississippi Valley States and Ohio, where there are 35,753 peo-
ple employed and their wages are $14,377,281 a year, is $402
per year. The average wage in Ohio itself, where there are
13,800 people employed and their wages are $5,222,723 a year,
is %379: and in Missouri, where there are 10,428 people em-
ployed and their wages are $4,335,005 a year, it is $414. The
average wage for New England, where there were 79,537 peo-
ple employed and their wages were $40,462,057 for 1905, which
is the year to which these figures apply, was $503. The average
wage in Massachusetts for that year was $562.20.

Mr. LONGWORTII. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
vield to the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. WEEKS., Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I would like to ask the gentleman if
the shoe workers themselyves generally are unionized?

Mr. WEEKS. I thiuk so; almost entirely so.

Mr., LONGWORTH. Then the statement of thie Iresident
about the Shoe Workers' Union was correct—that they did
voice the sentiment generally of the shoe workers?

Mr. WEEKS., TUndoubtedly.

Mr. MURRAY., May I ask the gentleman whether or not it
is a faet that there are two very highly organized unions in
this trade, between which there is a very keen rivalry on most
publie questions of this sort?

Mr. WEEKS. 1 know there are two organizations.

Mr. MURRAY. Does the gentleman know that there is some
rivalry between them?

Mr, WEEKS. On some questions there is keen rivalry, but
I do not think there is any rivalry between them as to
their desire to get a suitable recompense for their services.
[ Laughter.]

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri? -

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. The gentleman has just stated
the average wages in various sections of the country in the shoe-
making business.

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I will ask the gentleman whether
that is an increase or-a decrease as compared with the wages
paid a few years ago?

Mr. WEEKS., That is an inerease, a decided increase,

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Sinece 189072

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; and since 1805 and 19500, too.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I have some figures here which
show that in the year 1900 the average wage paid throughout
the country was $437.

Mr. WEEKS. I am talking about the shoe industry.
not touching other industries now.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I am talking about the shoe in-
dustry; but probably I have included some other industries
in these figuores. But I think these figures are prepared to
cover shoes.

Mr. WEEKS. I could not answer the gquestion if it includes
other industries than shoemaking. I am not talking about other
industries,

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to make some comparisons bhe-
fween the wages paid to machine shoe workers in various cities
of this country and abroad. For instance, the welter in six St.
T.onis shoe manufactories gets 41 cents an hour. In two
Newark, N. J., factories he gets 674 cents an hour, and in
several Broekton factories he gets from 55 to 70 eents an hour,
The Goodyear welters working on women's shoes in four Lynn,
Mass,, factories get 50 to G0 cents an hour; in two Brooklyn

I am

factories from 55 to 65 cents. These are sample wages which I
have had looked up. : :

Lasters in Great Britain receive $7.75 a week. Lasters in the
United States, on an average, receive $18 a week. The welter
in Great Britain receives $0.35 a week. The welter in the
United States receives $25 a week. The stitcher in Great
Britain receives $0.37 a week. The stitcher in the United
States $25 a week. The heeler in Great Britain receives $8.25
a week, and in the United States lie receives $18, and in some
cases a great deal more.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota.

Mr. WEEKS. Certainly.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Can the gentleman give any
idea of the relative efliciency of the two kinds of labor?

Mr. WEEKS. I do not think there is any great difference in
the efliciency.

Mr. SHERLEY. But can the gentleman give any actual
fizures of efficiency? That is a necessary factor in the case.

Mr. WEEKS. I have said that the welter in Brockton is
limited to 22 dozen pairs a day. In the English factory he
works a greater number of hours, but probably he does not do
any more than the workman in this country, although he may
work more hours. I have not the statisties to demonstrate the
accuraecy of that statement.

Mr. SHERLEY. Is the difference as to the price in this
country due to the difference in efliciency of the workman?
The gentleman has shown that there is a marked difference in
the wages between different parts of this country, in some
cases as much as 33 per cent.

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; but wages are different in all industries
in different parts of this country.

Mr. SHERLEY. But does the gentleman say that that differ-
ence is on account of the difference in efficiency ?

Mr. WEEKS. No; not entirely; but in places where business
is carried on on a large scale better labor is developed, and
generally better labor conditions prevail.

Mr. SHERLEY. I will say, in all fairness to the gentleman,
that T am frying to get the data to show whether or not that
may not also explain the difference in the price between the
average American and the average English wage. If these
figures are to be of value they must carry with them all the
fuctors in the equation.

Mr. WEEKS. It is difficult to do that. If the gentleman
from Kentucky were a manufacturer and he had a hundred
lasters in his employ, it would be difficult for him, even in his
single factory, although he might be familiar with them and
their work, to determine what was their relative efficiency, and
put that efficiency in fizures. There would be a difference in the
men and in the work they could do, and I do not see how such fig-
ures could be prepared for a section or the whole country with-
out including the hours employed and the product finished, both
of which conditions are frequently governed by agreements with
the labor employed. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to go on. The
cutters in Great Britain get $8.50 a week and in this country $21.

Let me compare these with the wages on the Continent. Ma-
chine workers in France get $7.50 a week, somewhat less
than the wage in Great Britain. In Germany they get $6.30 a
week. The average wage in this country for similar work is
three times that. The best comparison I have been able to make
between the average wage in the shoe industry in European
countries and this is that they get on an average 40 per.cent
of as much wage as our people do.

Mr. THAYER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WEEKS. Yes,

Mr. THAYER. Is there any great immigration of skilled
shoemakers from France to this country?

Mr. WEEKS. I think so.

Mr. THAYER. Has the gentleman any statistics on that
subject?

Mr. WEEKS. I have not, ;

Mr, THAYER. Now, one other question on a subject the
gentleman has already covered, but I had to get a statute to
verify my belief. When the gentleman spoke of the beneficent
operation of the United Shoe Machinery Co.——

Mr. WEEKS. I did not refer to it as ‘ beneficent.”

Mr. THAYER. That was the tenor of the gentleman’s re-
marks.

Mr. WEEKS. I referred to it to show that it was not a
monopoly,

Mr. THAYER. Did the gentleman have in mind the statute—
the act of 1907, in Massachusetts, chapter 469—which was
passeil against this very corporation?

. Mr. WEEKS. I did not have it in mind, but I am perfectly
familiar with it.

Mr. THAYER.

Will the gentleman yield?

I would like to have that read.
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Mr. WEEKS. I object to having it read in my time. The
gentleman ean put it in the Recorp in-his own time, if he sees
fit.
Mr. FINLEY. In referring to the wages paid those engaged
in the shoe industry in England and the United States, is it not
a fact that the wages paid are based upon piecework rather
than by the day or week?

Mr. WEEKS. No; I do not think there is very mueh work
done based on piccework. There is some in all industries, but
I do not think that tlie workingman is generally inclined to
adopt that basis for his agreement with his employer.

Mr. FINLEY. Has the gentleman the fizures to show the
amount of work turned out by the American workman in a
day or a weck as compared with the amount turned out by the
English workman in a day or a week?

Mr., WEEKS. No; I have not.

Mr. FINLEY. Does the gentleman not think that, in order
to make the comparison aceurate, that should be ineluded?

Mr. WEEKS. It would be a very diffienlt thing to get, be-
cause it would vary in every factory; and I do not think there
are any statistics, either in this country or abroad, that would
furnish the data.

Mr. FINLEY. I beg to differ with the gentleman. I have
seen such statistics. I do not have them in mind at present.

Mr. WEEKS. T should be glad to have my attention called
to them, beeause I do not know of any.

Now, I want at this point to call attention to the fact that the
English Board of Trade has very recently been making some
investigations in this country as to the conditions of labor and
wages and the cost of living. I will print these newspaper
clippings relating to the subject. DBriefly, this report shows that,
assuming that a man in Great Britain gets a dollar a day, the
same man doing the same work in this country would get $2.30
a day, and that the cost of living in this country is 52 per cent
higher than it is abroad. The report is most voluminous and
is along similar lines to the instance just quoted. The follow-
ing article with reference to the British Board of Trade's in-
quiry is from the Boston Transeript:

WAGES, OURS AND BRITAIN'S—A REVIEW OF THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT'S
INQUIRY—THE EXHAUSTIVE MANNER IN WIICH THEIR INVESTIGATORS
WENT INTO OUR EXCELLENT CONDITIONS—LIVING FOUND MORE COSTLY
HERE, BUT WAGES MUCH HIGIER STILL—WHAT THB EXAMINERS SAW
IN DOSTON—SOME STRIKING LESSONS TO US AS WELL AS TO EXGLAND
IN THE FIGURES THEY PRESENT.

[By F. W. Coburn.]

The British Board of Trade's inquiry into the cost of living in Amer-
ican towns, the document which, with its frank admission of the better
estate of American workmen, at least one Tory organ has declared to
have dealt a deathblow to free trade, has just reached these shores.
Press dispatches this past fortnight have told of exeitement caused in
the tight little island by its findings. John Bull has long hugged the
delusion that while "Arry and Hobbs were paid smaller wages than those
recelved by working people in DBrother Jonathan's realm, the situations,
ll.t ]!Jeu% viwere essentinlly evened up by the much higher cost of living In
* the eg."”

Now comes the relentless statistician of the labor department of the
board of trade to prove, after an exhaustive stndy of 28 citles of the
United States, that the English workman who emigrates and success-
fully reestablishes himseclf In an American community gets wages that
are about 130 per cent better than he had received, while his expendi-
tures for food and rent are advanced only by about 52 per cent, He
makes by removing his Lares and Penates.

Technically the inquiries included " the collection of statistieal data
as regards wages and hours of labor, rents, prices; and family expendi-

tures on food.

neralizing summarles, of course, which have disturbed
British complacency. The results of the international cumgnr!acm show
that -the ratio of the weckly wages for certain occngn fons_in the
United States and Englnnd and Wales, respectively, at tho dates of
the two inquiries was 243 to 100 in the building trades, 213 to 100 in
the eaglneering trades, 246 to 100 in the printing trades, and 232 to
100 in all the trades together. Allowing for a siigh].lt advance in wages
in England and Wales between the dates of the two Inqguirles the com-
bined ratio would be 230 to 100

AORE MONEY AXD LESS WORK MERE,

Not only do American workmen receive much hizher wages, the
British investigators are obliged to admit; they work shorter hours.
The weekly hours of labor on this side were found to be 11 per cent
ghorter in the building trades, T per cent shorter in the printing trades,
and G per cent longer in the engincering trade, the combined ratio
showling up as 96 to 100. in this country's favor. ;

As rezards rent, it was found that the Amerlean workman pays a
1ittle more than twice ns much ns the English workman for the same
gort of housing. The actunl ratio is 207 to 100. The difference between
the two countries Is much less marked in the retail prices of food,
exhibiting a ratlo of 138 to 100.

Almost Interminable family-budget studles lead to the conclusion,
which might have been expected a prior], that * the consumptlon of meat
is much larger in the United States, and the consumption of vegetables
i3 also larger. The budgets Indieate in general that the dietary of
Ameriean working-class famillea is more liberal and more varied than
that of corresponding familles In the United Kingdom.

This monumental inquiry, one learns, was begun In Fnbruur:i‘; 1000.
It investignted 28 citles, all but two of them lying east of the Ais-
a&s;lppi.l 'll“hose American towns were as follows:

ew York.

New England towns: Boston, Brockton, Fall River, Lawrence, Lowell,
and I'rovidence.

Other eastern towns: Baltimore, Newark, Paterson, and Philadelphia.

Central towns: Cincinnatl, Cleveland, Detroit, Loulsville, Muncie,
:ng [El'éttsbnrg.

le West towns: Chieago, Duluth, Milwaukee, Minneapolis-St.
Paul, and St. Louis.
Sounthern. towns: Atlanta, Augusta, Birmingham, Memphls, New Or-
lenns, and Savannah.

Mr. MADDEN. Then the man who gets 130 per cent more
and pays 52 per cent higher for his living cost would be 78 per
cenf better off?

Mr. WEEKS. Of course he would.

In the year ending Jume 30, 1910, the value of the imports
of shoes into this country—TI want you to listen fo these figures,
because they are rather illuminating—was $171,807. The duty
on those shoes was from 10 to 15 per cent; on some of them
10 per cent, under the Payne-Aldrich bill, and on some of
them 15 per cent. It averaged almost exactly 13 per cent on
the total. The total duty on the goods was $22,605. The labor
cost on these shoes in this country would be 22 per eent of the
value of the shoes—that being the average cost for the whole
of the United States.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Does the gentleman mean the
labor cost of the shoe itself, or the Iabor cost of everything
going into the shoe, including the making of the shoe?

Mr., WEEKS. I mean the Ialor cost in making the shoe.
The labor cost of the 1910 importations would be $37,685 in
this conntry on that basis.

The labor cost abroad, figuring it at 40 per cent of our labor
cost, which would be almost exactly the English board of trade
figures, would be $15,074, a difference in labor cost of $22,G11,
Twenty-two thousand six hundred and eleven dollars is within
884 of the actual duty collected on these goods. In other words,
the difference in labor cost and the duty of 13 per cent wera
substantially the same amount. That seems to be a scientific
tariff, based on the difference between the cost of labor at
home and abroad. [Laughter.]

Mr. MURRAY. May I suggest an inaccuracy that occurred
to me as the gentleman went along—that the amount of duty
collected was $£37,000.

Mr. WEEKS. The amount of duty collected was $22,605. T
read the wrong figures.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman has stated these figures
demonstrated that this is a scientific tariff. It is not in accord-
ance with the Republican platform, is it, because it eliminates
a reasonable profit to the manufacturer?

Mr. WEEKS. I added a scientific tariff, based on the dif-
ference in the cost of labor abroad and at home.

Mr. FITZGERALD. But the gentleman does not take any
credit for a tariff of that character.

Mr. WEEKS. We take all the credit we can get. [Laughter.]

Mr. COX of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, with further reference to
a comparigon of wages at home and abroad, I should like to
ask my colleaguc whether it is not true that under the German
regulation, which compelled the Ameriean manufacturer to
maintain his plant on German soil in order to keep his patent
rights, he operated there and sold in the German market, and
was not compelled, in consequence, to pay the German tariff.

Mr. WEEKS. That is my impression, though I am not sure.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Now, further than that, about a year ago
the Commissioner of Patents and the Secretary of State, at the
behest of business interests in this country, induced Germany
to give up that regulation. Is that not true?

Mr. WEEKS. I think that was given up about two years
ago.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Is it not true that it was given up at
the behest of American manufacturers? Y

Mr. WEEKS. I do not know at whose behest or for what
reagon, but the Germans do now impose a fariff upon our
manufactured goods which would offset the difference.

Mr., COX of Ohio. Is it not a matter of historie truth that
the change was brought about by the intercession of our Com-
missioner of Patents and the Seeretary of State?

Mr. WEEKS. I do not know about that.

Mr. COX of Ohio. And, further, because the Amerlcan manu-
facturer so desired.

Mr. WEEKS. I am willing that should go as a statement of
the gentleman from Ohio, which I haye not investigated.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Well, it is correect, absolutely. And the
point is this—if the alleged cheap help made possible cheaper
products abroad, then why do American manufacturers ask
Germany to remove the patent regulation in order that the
American plants can be brought home?

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, the only case in point which
bears on the subject which I am discussing is the United Shoe
Machinery Co., which was manufacturing in Germany before
this change was made. Now, I want to call to the attention
of the committee the fact that we are actually receiving in
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this conntry Inglish shoes. T svould like to have the members
of the committee loolk at these shoes which T have here on my
desk, from which they can deterinine whether they think the
IImgHshmian can make good-losking shoes, These are all Ling-
Hsh shees, made either in Nottingham or Leicester. They are
oftered for sale in Boston and quite likely in other parts of
the country.

I nmy informed that these or simiilar shoes are belng con-
tracted for by the Keudall Co., of Kanusas City, and by other
ghoe Jobbers., Tt was stated in the Beot and Shoe Reeorder of
April 26 that five English drummers have been offering Tuglish
shoes in Bostan, and a Leleester man told wme only yesterday
that n TLeicester manufacturer hail received an order from the
United States for 5,000 pairs of Fnglish shoes a week based on
samples e submitted, but that his factory was not Iarge
enough to warrant his filling it, though he could ship a part of
his supply to this country and make money at the price offered.
The increase in the shipment of English shoes to this country,
while not large in the years 1008, 1909, and 1910, will e a
eonsiderable factor this yoear.

1f the second half of the year shows the same rate of inerease
as did the first half, the importations will amount to $6G0,000
or $6G70,000 for the year. It is reported that Sears, Rocbuek
& Co.,, a large distribnting house in Chicago, have recently
placed abread an order for 500,000 pairs of women's cheap
shees, shees which take the place of those manufactured in this
country. Before making the proposged reduction in the duty on
shoes, Congress should give curefnl consideration to the views
expressed by enr competitors when the duty was reduced in
1008. The DBoet and Shoe 'Frades Journal, of London, of
Avgust 27, 1909, in an editorial stated, among other things:

When we come to the higher graodes our advantages gre even more
anou.nced and our prespects more pleéasing. Our 125, Gk and 1z,
ings comparce to o distinet advantage with the $4 shoe of Amovien,
whilst, in additlon, we can give an knglish oak sele by the side of a
red or union-tanned sole of Americnn manaficture. There is no com-
parison In the wear or In the shape-retaining qualities of the two
articles. In the cheapev-class goods, and particilarly in hoys' and
girls' school boots, we can beat our rivals hand over fist. They have
made a blg mistake in reducing thelr dutles on footwear. As we have
sald, not a solitary Americon sboe was ever solkl here in consequence
of 1ts cheapness, but beeause of lts novelty and its hetter fitting quali-

Eut our friends across the ** pond ave np longer these monopo-
lies. We have carefully copled all these good points and marricd them
to the undoubted ndvantages we have always possessed, namely, hetter
work, mere qurable work, and better sole leather. We have the best
of their machinery, and we have some which thex have not got, and,
what is more, we know how to make use of our advantages. It is for
these reasons that our shoes are supperior and cheaper.

Mr. MARTIN of South Daketa. Will the gentleman permit
a question?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of South Pakota. Did I eorrectly understand
the gentleman to say that the amount of shoes imported from
England for 1910 approximated $178,0007

Mr. WEEKS. One hundred and seventy-one thonsand dolines.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Can the gentleman inform
the committee, approximately, what exportations of American
shoes to Great Britain took place in the same year;, 19107

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; I ean do that. Mr. Chairman (after
searching), T have mixed my fizures so I can not find those
which would furnish a reply to this inguiry, but I will say that
{the shipment of shoes to Great Britain from the United States
decreased from 1900 to 1910.

Mr. LONGWORTH, If the gentleman will permit, T think
I can give the fizures. The exportations to Ingland from this
country for 1800 were $293.762 worth and in 1010, $799453
worth, a loss of about $200,000.

Mr. WEEKS. I stated early in my remarks that the inerease
of shipments of shoes from fhis country was to Cuba, Mexico,
and Canadn, and the continental part of Europe, and the trade
to Great Britain has fallen off,

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman permit another in-
terruption, and that is to say, that a very few years ago we had
a large business with Australin. -

Mr. WEEKS. Yes,

Mr. LONGWORTH. And that is absolutely cut off by the
duty of 30 per cent? :

Mr. WEEKS., T would like to refer to that right here. to
gay the duty is 40 per cent, not 30. Here is something that
happened in Australin within two weeks.
board in Australin, which has recently inereased the rate of
wages to be paid to shoe workers with this resnlt.

I take my information from a report made by Viece Consul
@eneral Baker in Consular and Trade Reports, April 1, 1911 :

AUSTRALIAN, BOOT AND SHOE INDUSTRY.

With reference to the Australlan boot and shoo trade, the increasing
dificulty, as appears, of Australian boot and shoe manuvfacturers in
competing with Imported goods, owing to Increased ecst of wages, has
resulted since the firet of this year in onme Melbourne factory, with a

They have a wage |

capacity of 5,000 palrs of loots, Lelnz closed down, while all the fae-
tm;l]fst engageld In the trade are suffering and have decreased thelr
ourput,

The Lenefit to employces from Inereased wagzes as ordered by the
wages boards seems to be effset by decreased worlk for them to do, many
men having been reeently lnld olf. ©On Febrnary 1 a mass meofin;; aof
those engaged In the Industry was beold at Melbourne, at which it was
sugzested that the Government should lie requested to Increasse tho duty
on imported boets and shoes to about T0 per ¢ent. One of the leading
manufacturers said at this mecting that, owing to the rise In the wages,
the manufacturers had to make a shght advance In the price of foot-
wear and that opened the door to the forciznoe. 'Fhey had impovts in
1009 of $1,372.000 worth of shoes and in 1910 §1,747.000 worth, an
ncrease of $375,000 in one year. They had to compete agalnst the
wages paid in England nnd ether parts, and to meet labor conditions,
which led to 2Gs8. ($6.33) belng paild for 5 hours' weork. Wlen the
wages were fixed at £2 29 ($10.22) the monufacturers: pald 10d. (20
cauts) per pound for thelr *crep.” Todiy they lind that the rom-
modity has gone up to 1s8, 3d. (50 cents) per pound. Wages had In-
creased from £2 (§0.73) to £2 14s, ($1:3.14). Soveral of thelr factories
were clased and others were only wurking lalf tlme, and manufacturers
were obliged to lose some of thelr Lest men

Now, I want to call attention to the duties which are imposed
by other countries on our footwear. In Cauada the duty lLas
recently been raised to 30 per cent; in Mexlco it is frem 30
cents to $1.00 o pair; in France, under the new tariff, it has
been recently raised from 50 te 95 cents a pair; in Germany it is
20 per cent and averages about 25 cents a pair; in Belgium it
is 27 cents o pound; in Russia it is §1 a pound; in Spain it is
$1.10 o pound; im Jupan if is 40 per cent; in Argenting it is 40
per cent; and so cn through the list. Every country with whieh
we are doing any considerable business impoges a tariff en eur
footwenr, while we are proposing to give up the pelicy which
we have been consistently following since the orgunization of
this Government in putting our footwear and our shoemakers on
i free-trade basls.

I have been asked some questions as to the resson why we
have an increase in the cost of shoes in this country. M.
Charles . Jones, to whom I have referred several times, stated
recently before n committee on the cost of living:

I have no sugxestions to offer the commitice as to how the American
shue can be brought to the cousumer on a lawer basis of price. 'The
$4.50 shoe costs the factory approximately $2.30. Sclllog, office ex-

ense, end the ordinary advertising necessary in eny mcdern business

ring the cost up to at least $2.50, and frequently $255, leaxing Lut a
narrow margin of profit for the manufacturer, who is ebliged to seli
the shoe for $2.G0 or less. The retailer, who pays $2.60 for a $3.50
shoe, has practlenlly no proﬂx at all for himself. His cost of doin
business s approximately 30 g‘er ecent, so that a man’s $3.50 shoe, \\'uicg
is naturally a leader in the hands of the average retailer, contributes
nothing at all to his profit.

If this statement is correct, a man's $3.50 shoe, which is
naturally a leader in the hamis of the retailer, contributes nuoth-
ing at all to the retailer’s profits.

Mr. Jones goes-on to say that the inerease in the eost of these
shoes is based on the increase in cost of almost everything
which gees into the shoe, including the cost of the lasts, the
boxes in which the sheoes are shipped, the cost of selling, main-
taining more drummers on the road and paying them higher
wiges, the cost of labor and the cost of material, an increase
which necessitates the selling of what was formerly a $3.50
shoe at &4 or $1.50 o pair.

The opposition to this legislntion does not come entirely from
the manufacturer; it comes from labor, and especially that
labor directly Interested in the industry. As an indieation of
Inbor’s position I quote from a letter written by John I'. Tobin,
gencral president of the Boot and Shoe YWorkers' Union, April
20, 1911.:

The greater efficiency of labor in the shoe Industry in the United
States, 08 ogainst any forelgn country, is not sullicient to offset ihe
lower standard of living in nll forelgn countrics as compared with the
Tinited States, notwithstanding the cheaper lnhor prlecw wihiel provadl
in foreign countries. To put shoes and finished leatlior en the free llst,
or to in any way reduce the present tarh¥, would eompel Ameriean snhoe
manufacturers to meet forelgn competition through the only avenue
open to them, namely, to attaek the woges ol the shee workers and
thereby bring about a standard of wages lower than at present exists,
which would result In Industrinl warfire and no donbt eventually
catablish the lower standard of wages, consequently the lower standard
of Hving:

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota.
question?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes

Mr. BURKE of South Pakota. Would not the same argu-
ment apply to the bill pased a few days ago, known as the
Canadian reciprocity bill?
| 3r. WEEKS. I want to soy to the gentleman from South
| Dakotn that I bhave stated, T thiul, threa times that T am try-
ing to discuss the shoe Industyy, sud T oam staéing to him gnd
the other members of this committee what I think that indus-
iry is entitled to. I do not say that all efhier industries or all
| other clagses are getting what they ave entitled te, morve or less.

We might agree and we might disagree as to that, but now I

ain trying to prove to him that the shoe industry and the shoe
| worker are entitled to nll the protection now being given them,

Will the gentleman permit a
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Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Can the gentleman give the
committee some information as to the condition of the shoe in-
dustry, as to how it is prospering, and whether or not it is
making large profits or merely reasonable profits?

Mr. WEEKS. I ean give the gentleman from South Dakota
briefly some information on that subject. It is a good industry;
and, like all others, perhaps to a greater extent than in most
other cases, it depends on the skill of the management and the
volume of the business. The probable average profit made by
the best shoemakers, by Mr. Keith and others, is about 8 cents
a pair. Mr. Jones and Mr. Keith have both testified recently
that the average profit which they made was about 8 cents a
pair. DBut the profit on coarse or low-priced goods is very
much less than that. It is not more than about 3 or 4 cents a
pair. I very much doubt if you will find any shoes on which
the manufacturing profit is more than 10 cents a pair.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Can the gentleman give any
fnformation as to the probable cost on the capital invested in
that line of industry?

Mr. WEEKS. I ecan not do it, because T have not the figures
segregating the selling cost from the profit, after taking out
the cost of material, the cost of labor, the cost of machinery,
and the cost of salaries.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Of course, the vital thing
the committee would like information upon, if we are to be in-
formed about the industry, is what percentage he makes upon
his capital.

Mr. WEEKS.
a pair on shoes.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Of course, that throws no
light on whether it Is profitable or not profitable.

Mr. WEEKS. It throws some light on it, because the capital
invested is about $125,000,000; 8 cents a pair would be about
$20,000,000. So that would indleate that the gross profit, after
taking out the cost of selling, is 16 or 18 per cent; but this does
not allow for the capital invested in machinery, which is leased,
and it probably does not adequately cover the cost or the value
of real estate, whieh in such an industry is usually carried at a
very low figure. These charges would greatly reduce the net
income.

Mr. BOWMAN. Has the gentleman considered the com-
petition that would come from the surplus, in view of the fact
that it has been stated on the floor of this House that manu-
factories are being established at Helsingfors, in Finland, and
in other Furopean countries, fully equipped with American
machinery and supplied with American lasts, so that in case of
depression in trade, when they would carry large stocks of
goods, those stocks might be thrown in here, and thus demoral-
ize the business of this country?

Mr. WEEKS. I have not referred to that because T have not
had time to, but I will say that that is an element which
ought to be considered. If you are going to remove the duty
from shoes, we will become the dumping ground of the surplus
of all the manufacturing establishments of the world. When-
ever they have a surplus on hand, they will dump that surplus
into this country at whatever price they can get.

That is a question frequently discussed here, whether Amer-
fean manufacturers are justified in selling abroad lower than the
normal price at home. That is frequently done by the manu-
facturers of all eountries. It is done because by so doing the
manufacturer can maintain his establishment at the highest
state of efficiency, can keep his labor employed all the time,
and 1t enables him to sell closer than would be the case if he
were obliged to run, making a reduced output. Many indus-
tries are not profitably run at 75 per cent of their foll eapacity,
when they would be very profitably run at full eapacity, even
if the output were sold in both cases at the same price.

Mr. SIMS. As an illustration, I ean suggest to the gentle-
man a case that all will appreciate. When the Payne-Aldrich
bill was enacted, taking the duty off hides, putting hides on
the free list, and reducing the duties on shoes and leather, it
was predicted that the price of shoes would go down. Now, I
use the Stacey-Adams shoe, and have worn that make of shoes
for n number of years, and a few months after the Payne-
Aldrich tariff went into effect I went down town to the shoe
store that I patronize to get a pair of those shoes and the firm
charged me more for a pair of the same shoes than before.
The price was higher than when the Payne bill was passed,
and this gentleman told me they had not increased their profit
at all, but that the shoes cost them more.

Mr. WEEKS. I have spoken of that, and I have gone into
some detail to show why shoes are now costing more than they
cost five years ago. DBut I want to ask the gentleman if he is
sure he got a Stacey-Adams shoe?

I think the industry is making about 8 cents

Mr. SIMS. Yes. I have got them on now, and they are sub-
ject to the gentleman’s Inspection. [Laughter.] They gsaid
they would either have to increase the price of the shoes or
reduce the quality of the material that entered into their manu-
facture, and they had chosen the former.

Mr. WEEKS. The gentleman should always be sure that he
sees the stamp of the manufacturer on the shoe, then he will be
likely to get a better article.

Mr. SIMS. T have worn that kind of shoe for 14 years.

Mr., J. M. C. SMITH. I will suggest to the gentleman that
he might have bought the shoes from different retailers, and
that point should be taken into consideration when commenting
on a difference in price.

Mr, WEEKS. Gentlemen on the other side have repeatedly
sald during this debate that it was up to this side of the House
to show why these duties ought not to be removed—why shoes
should not be put on the free list, for instance. This is a great
industry, employing a large capital and nearly 175,000 persons;
some substantinl reason should be advanced why a change
should be made rather than propose the change and ask those
interested in the industry or believers in the protective policy
to prove that it is unwise. It would be just as logical for the
Government to arrest a man and say to him, “Unless you
can prove that throughout your entire life you have been
innocent, you are guilty.” The obvious method of procedure
would have been for the Ways and Means Committee to
have given shoe manufacturers and shoe workers a chance
to answer this question and to show why the change should
not be made. Instend of that, the majority has proceeded
without any consideration, has agreed in a caucus to sup-
port the bill, without amendment, and it is impossible to
believe that this attempt at legislation is not mere buncombe,
intended to delude those in whose benefit it is supposed to be
passed, if, indeed, it is passed at all. It is not information the
other side wants; it is material to use in a coming political
campaign; so if the evidence which I have tried to submit, bear-
ing on this question, assists in showing the folly of proceeding
in such a manner as has the majority in this case, I shall not
consider the time wasted, although I have taken much more of
the time of the committee than I intended. [Prolonged ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRaAmAx].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Gra-
1AM ] I8 recognized for one hour.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mryr. Chairman, when the Canadian reciprocity
bill was before the House I voted for if, not because I thought it
entirely satisfactory, but because I thought it was the beginning
of a good work—a first step in the right direction—and I felt
that when the Representatives of the people had once put their
hands to the plow they would not turn back, and that they
would surely take additional steps in the same direction.

Many of the ablest advocates of a tariff for protection were
wise enough to see the true meaning of it and frank enough to
admit that their opposition to it was largely on the ground that
it was an assault on the system of protection, and, so believing,
they fought it with every weapon available.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern] well ex-
pressed their views when e said that the reciprocity bill “ was
an abandonment of the protective policy.”

The same thought is expressed in the report of the minority
members of the Ways and Means Committee. They say:

If this bill becomes a law it will mark the downfall of the protective
system.

Other eminent gentlemen on the floor of the House, distin-
guished for their devotion to protection, have given expression
to similar sentiments. These gentlemen did not, however, make
their fight against the bill on that line,

Their arguments were not a direct defense of the policy of
protection, which they admit this bill puts in jeopardy. They
attempted, rather, to base their defense on the theory that the
bill is an attack on the farmers of America, and they appealed
to the agricultural interests and sought to enlist them on their
side. Secarcely a word was said during the debate in defense
of the American lumber interests, although the bill would un-
doubtedly reduce the price of lumber. Not a word was heard
in defense of the Paper Trust, although, beyond question, its
monopoly would be injured, if not destroyed, should the bill be-
come a law. Other big interests which were involved had no
open defenders on the floor, and the whole plan of defense
seemed to be based on the supposed injury which would result
to the American farmer. Why this silence as to the other inter-
ests? Why were there no voices raised bewalling the loss to
the Paper Trust or the lumber barons? And why such sudden
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solicitude for the farmers? Is it unreasonable to conclude that
their volunteer defenders were trying to make a rampart of the
farmers from behind which they might defend other interests
that have been plundering the people far too long? [Applause
on the Democratie side.]

Some light is shed on the matter by Circular No. 271, sent
out in opposition to the reciprocity bill by Mr. Wakeman, secre-
tary and treasurer of the American Protective Tariff League.
I quote the latter part of it. Speaking of the reciprocity bill,
he says:

It nims at a reduction of prices of such * necessaries™ of life as the
farmer has to sell, but provides for no reduction of prices for the
“necessaries ' the farmer has to buy.

Protection ean not endure upon a basis so entlrely unjust and unfalr,
It must be for all, or it will be for none.

Once the American farmer finds that protection Is not for him, the
end of protection will quickly come. -

fen millien votes are east by Amerfcan farmers. Kindly write or
wire your Henator or Representative in Congress In opposition to the
treaty.

We Inclose copy of Words of Good Cheer, glving the names of all
Sentsiturs and Representatives who should be addressed in this con-
nectlon.

Yery truly, yours, W. F. WAEEMAY,
Treasurer and General Sccretary.
New Yonx, February 6, 1911,

One of his objections, you will notice, is that the bill provides
no reduction of prices—that is, no reduction of tariff—on what

Thelr proposition is to create a tariff commission, which is to
perform the impraeticable, if not impossible, feat of ascertaining
the difference in the actual cost of producing manufactured
articles at home and abroad. In this they doubtless console
themselves with the hope that the commission will not make a
report until they can diseover some new sophism with whiclh to
deceive the people into the belief that they can increase their
prosperity by taxing themselves; and I am inclined to think they
would net regret it much if the commission did not report till
Gabriel was about ready to sound a blast on that historic trum-
pet. [Applause and Jaughter on the Democratic side.]

The advoeates of protection are both shrewd and able. Per-
sistent opposition has driven them together, has welded them
into a solid and homogeneous mass, where they have Dbeen
unitedly working, each for all, and all for each. They realized
the force of Franklin’s remark, and they have learned to hang
together to keep from hanging separately,

In its earlier days its advoentes justified protection on the
ground that eapital paid better in agricultural pursuits than in
manufacturing, and they insisted that it was the duty of the
Government to so frame the laws as to enable the manufacturers
to make the price of their goods artificially high, so as to in-
duce capital to leave the farms and go into manufacturing
enterprises. ”

The raising of revenue from duties on imports is and has

the farmer has to buy. Well, he can rest easy, for we are now | been practiced Ly all Governments, and is legitimate, because

ready to correet that defect and reduce the price of what he has
to buy, and I hope Mr. Wakeman will be satisfied. He lets the
cat out of the bag, however, when he tells us that “10,000,000
votes are cast by the American farmers,” and that “onee the
Ameriean farmer finds that protection is not for him, the end
of protection will quickly come."

Evidently the secretary of the Protective Tariff League looks
on the farmer as a convenience, and the inference that some
other advocates of protection take a similar view is not a vio-
lent one.

One would think, from the arguments of those opposed to

nally devised, and is still maintained, for the sole and especial
benefit of the farmers. I want to enter my emphatic dissent
from such a wiew, and to asSert that, on the contrary, this un-
fair and unreasonable system of levying and collecting taxes
from the people for the benefit of favored classes has steadily
robbed the farmer, and it would be a great blessing for him
should Congress wipe out the whole protective system. Of
course it would not be the part of practical wisdom to wipe it
out at one stroke. We have had it with us so long that we have
grown accustomed to it; our business transactions are based
upon it; we have had to buy and sell with reference to it.
During the §0 years it has been in existence it has become in-
grained and interwoven in our business affairs to such an ex-
tent that it is now a fact, a condition, whiech, as sensible men,
we must recognize. And we must deal with it in such a way
as to create the least practical amount of business disturbance.
There is a Iaw of inertia in business as well as in physics, and
we are bound to recognize that law and not move with undue
haste, even in a good cause.

I remember reading somewhere that the girls employed in
the arsenic mills in Austria-ITungary eat small quantities of that
drug, because it gives to their complexions a delicate and much-
desired tint. Little by little they increase the amount taken
until, after long use, they are able to take with impunity a
quantity that would kill an ordinary individual not accustomed
to it. Of course the habit, if persisted in, finnlly causes death.
But the strange thing about it is that If the vietim suddenly
eceases to use it she becomes violently ill and exhibits all the
symptoms of arsenie poisoning. Hence to effect a cure of the
habit the quantity taken must be gradually reduced until it can
be finally dropped altogether. As it is with the arsenic enters,
so it is with our protected industrles.

After the protection habit was formed it was necessary to
keep increasing the dose, the recipients of the plunder always
finding a pretext for the increase. First, they said that our in-
fant industries needed wet nursing. Then they said we had to
protect American labor frem competition with the pauper labor
of Europe, Then they insisted on protection for the American
farmer. He must be protected, forsooth, by preventing the im-
portation of articles which he is constantly exporting and sell-
ing in the open markets of the world and in competition with
all the world. And, finally, they said we must have protection
to guarantee the manufaeturer a reasonable profit on his busi-
ness. Having been practically driven from all these positions,
they are now resorting to the familinr deviee of an armistice in
order to gain time for the invention of some new pretext. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

the money so collected is used for public purposes, and these
duties are frequently levied on such articles, and in such a way,
as to partinlly shield the home manufacturer of them from
competition, thus giving him a limited and incidental advantage.
But the theory of protection goes mueh further than this. It
calls for the erection of practically impassible barriers against
the wares of foreign manufacturers, leaving the American con-
somer entirely at the mercy of the American manufacturer.
This stage of protection was reacled only by slow degrees.
Before the Civil War our tariffs were comparatively low, but

| the necessity for revenue during that struggle demanded an
the reciprocity bill, that the protective system had been origi- |

inerease in customhouse taxes, and these taxes added to the
foreign cost resulted in prices so high as to greatly stimulate
investments in manufacturing enterprises.

Having tasted of the sweets of high prices and big profits
those who enjoyed them were not satisfied to give them up when
the war was over. DBut as the Government's need of money
grew less, and it was proposed to reduce the customhouse taxes,
those who enjoyed the beneflt of war prices had to devise some
new reason for the continuance of a high-tariff policy. Then
it was they raised a cry for the necessity of protecting our
infant industries, and they succeeded In getting the people to
credit them. But the infant grew to adult size, became a great
big, overgrown, seifish mollycoddle, who seemed to think con-
sumers were created for his especinl benefit. He bawled as
if e were being crucified if a boy half his size made a face
at him, and he had an attack of hysteria if asked to enter into
any kind of competition. He wanted pap, and then more pap,
all the time, and he wanted it brought to him at that, and be-
eanse he never had to exert his strength lie did not really Luow
whnt he was capable of and lived in constant fear. The
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr, Hirr] told us the other day
that the fear of the Wilson bill brought on a business panic
nearly two years before the bill passed.

If the gentleman was right, it proves Low timid and hysterical
and brash those industries are which rest on protection. Of
course I do not agree with the gentleman as to the fact., I
think protection has borne two legitimate children. It is, as
Mr. Havemeyer said, the legitimate mother of trusts, and it is
also the legitimate mother of panics. [Applause on the Demo-
eratie side.]

I might concede that there was a time swlhen protection stimn-
lated manufaeturing enterprises, but stimulation, when excos
sive, is always followed, first by exhilaration and then by de-
pression and prostration, and these panies are but “the cold,
gray dawn of the morning after.” [Laughter and applause on
the Demoeratic side.]

The * infant-industries ” theory finally grew to be a national
joke and had to be abandoned. A new watchword had to be
found, and the infant was pushed behind the eurtain, where he
was kept temporarily out of sight but by no means out of mingd.
1ts benefieinries then insisted that protection was not for the
henefit of the infant prodigy at all; that the real purpose of it
had always been to protect the American laboring man azuinst
competition with the pauper Inbor of Europe. *“We can not
bear it,” said tlie beneficiaries of protection at election time; * it
makes our hearts bleed to see the American laboring men com-
peting with the pauper labor of Europe.” And the laboring men
heard them and believed; and on this ery, aided by unpatriotic



896

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MAyY 3,

appeals to passions engendered during the Civil War, protection
again triumphed at the polls. DBut when the workingman, after
the victory, insisted on getting his share of the protection pap
in the form of higher wages, he was coldly ignored. Protection
emissaries went to Europe and brought what they had been
calling *pauper labor” right to the door of the American
workingman to compete with him at close range and thus keep
wages down, regardless of campaign promises. The working-
man goon saw that if his wages were to be increased he must
attend to the matter himself. Ile then went to work organizing
labor unions, and in that work he had to overcome bitter oppo-
sition from those protected interests which pretended such solici-
tude for his welfare. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
Another and a favorite argument of the protection advocates
has been that by making the price of the manufactured articles
high capital would be induced to invest in manufacturing indus-
tries; that then men with money to spare would invest it in
manufacturing; that this would make competition keen, and
thus bring about lower prices. Thus we were told that the pro-
tection policy might at first mean high prices, but that it would

eventually make low prices by means of this competition. You-

may believe, if you can, that the party of protection really
favored a policy because it would result in low prices for their
:.'ﬁr]es. I must be shown, I am from near Missouri. [Laugh-
er.

That they were not sincere In it is fairly well indicated by
their last platform declaration, which proposes to make the
American people guarantee reasonable profits to the manufac-
turers, and that, too, regardless of the conditions ordinarily re-
quired to secure success in business; and leaving it entirely to
the interested party to judge his own case and determine what
is a reasonable profit. Do you imagine the beneficiaries of such
a platform declaration when enacted into law would permit
their modesty to interfere witk their profits?

I would not assert that when they were urging the theory that
lower prices would be reaclhied through the protection policy
they foresaw what did actually happen, but I will say that T
think they did not really want low prices for their wares, and
that they may have seen, and probably did see, that some way
would be found to prevent the advent of low prices and only
reasonable profits.

We now know that the promise, whether sincerely made or
not, proved vain and empty. When the time came for the low
prices through competition, those who made the promises or-
ganized trusts and other combinations to prevent the perform-
ance of their own promises. Protection prevented competition
from without, and there could be little or none from within,
new manufacturing enterprises being practically impossible, as
no one would have the temerity to start a new business concern
in the face of trust opposition, which yould surely destroy his
business by underselling well knowing that when it was de-
stroyed they would get their money back from the customers by
overcharging.

It is scarcely necessary now to call attention to another eatch
phrase long urged by the protectionists, namely, that the for-
cigner pays the tariff tax, I mention it, not to refute it—that
would be waste of time—hut rather to show their ingenuity, to
show how prolific they have been in the invention of deceptive
phrases. Driven from one position to another, I indulge the
hope that they reached their last diteh when they proclaimed
that the law should guarantee a reasonable profit to the manu-
facturer. No conditions are imposed, no qualifications provided.
The investment may have been a foolish one; the machinery
nfay be out of date, the business may be mismanaged, the capi-
tal stock may be inflated; 50, or 100, or even 200 per cent of
witer may bave been pumped into the stock, as appears to have
been done in the case of the Steel Trust, but still, according to
the platform promise, the concern is entitled to a reasonable
profit, and the interested parties are to declde what constitutes
such a profit. Such a platform promise was at least well calcu-
Jated to make the beneficiaries of protection open up their hearts
and purses to those who made the promise, nor could they forget
that past legislative performances justified them in accepting
the offer at its face value. Surely those who made the promise
must have been in great need of something with which those to
whom they made it could supply them.

In the not very remote past it is generally believed that they
contributed to the campaign funds of the protection party sums
which could not have been expended legitimately, and they
doubtless did it in the bellef that the party would later on confer
further legislative favors which would enable them to reim-
burse themselves from the general public, with liberal interest.

But the people disapproved of their policies and practices
last November, and declared in favor of a real revision of the

tariff downward, and they gave the Democrats a commission to
make the necessary reductions.

I realize that the execution of that commission is a serious
task. It is like a difficult but necessary surgical operation; it
has to be done, but no matter how skillfully it is done it will
hurt. In attacking intrenched privilege and wrong those mak-
ing the attack must begin not where they would, but where
they can. The necessity for beginning somewhere has been
recognized by President Taft, who is a protectionist, and by
many other prominent Republicans who are also protectionists.
They prepared and proposed the Canadian reciprocity measure,
and we carried it through the House. Again I say I think it is
lame and insufficient if we stop with it. But why should we
stop with it?

This first short step was proposed by a Republican President
and supported by many Rlepublican Representatives, and, little
as it is, we Democrats would, in the face of our former declara-
tions, be guilty of insincerity and political cowardice had we re-
fused to take it. Having already taken it, we are now about
to make further progress, to take the next step, and pass the
Farmers' Free-List Bill.

I am not one of those who think that other and additional
steps toward tariff reform will be prevented by another branch
of the Congress or by the President. I assume that they will
do their duty in the premises and join with us in giving the
people the relief which they demand and need so much. DBut
if they do prevent progress in that direction, they will surely
have to answer to the people for it.

I feel reasonably sure that the President and those Repub-
licans who voted for reciprocity are too wise and too clear-
sighted not to see that a corresponding reduction of the more
oppressive schedules is absolutely necessary for the relief of
the publie in general and of the farmers in parvticular.

Such revision could be made without particular disturbance
or shock to business if certain professionnl protectionist ealam-
ity howlers would cense trying fo save the protection graft by
predicting all sorts of disasters in ease any of it is taken from

them. So good a protectionist as the editor of the Iron Age
admits this to be true. He said, editorially, on December 22,
1010

The country generally has not felt seriously alarmed over the possi-
bility that some of the schedules might be taken up separately and
lower duties named on articles therein classified. This Is a mattee
which was not thought to be speelally distorbing, although It would,
of course, retard trade for a time in the commodities on which new
dutles were under conslderation.

And, again, he says:

No general tariff revision Is desired by the great majority of the
people. 'The revislon of a very few schedules of the present tarviff is all
that should be attempted.

You see, he admits that some schedules should be revised.
And then he adds:

The country imperatively neceds a rest from governmental Interfer-
ence with business.

He wants “a rest from governmental interforence™! Now,
what do you think of that? The Government for 40 years has
been legislating in the interest of a class. If has compelled
and is still compelling millions of its citizens, through protec-
tion legislation, to pay tribute to that small class which the
Iron Age represents. And look at the results.

We boast of our great national wealth, now rated at $125,-
000,000,000, Where is this wealth? Who has it? The great
bulk of it has been gathered into comparatively few hands,
and largely through tariff laws which, in my judgment, have
prostituted the taxing power of the Government, by using it
to make millions of our citizens pay tribute to a favored few.

Thig is well illustrated by a condition in the line of busincss
which the Iron Age represents.

It is said when the 24 directors of the Steel Trust sit down
to their table the owners of one-twelfth of the wealth of the
TUnited States occupy the chairs. This is further illustrated by
the fact that 1 per cent of the American people own more prop-
erty than the other 99 per cent, while five and one-half million
American families, or 44 per cent of our people, own an average
of only $1560 per family.

The protection laws swhich are Iargely responsible for these
conditions are still in force. The people still suffer from them.

But the Iron Age thinks we tamper with these lnws too much,
and that the country needs a rest; which, I suppose, means
that the vietims of protection should not grumble while the
favored class is collecting its tribute from them. How kind
and how good of the Iron Age. Speaking for that favored class
he says, in effect, “All we want Is to be let alone™; but in the
meantime, like the daughter of the horseleech, they keep on cry-
ing *“give, give.” [Applause on the Democratic side.]
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But how about the victims? Do you not think they would be
willing to put up with a little temporary inconvenlence in order
to be permanently relieved of a burden which has become well-
nigh intolerable?

Of all those wheo have sufferedd from tariff exactions none
have suffered more than the farmers.
gotten less through protection than they have.
gentlemen that putting agricultural implements on the free list

will not give them any relief; that they can now buy agricul- |

tural implements cheaper than they can be bought in any other
country, That argument, as the poet said of vaulting ambition—

O'erleaps itself and falls on the other side,

If they can buy such implements cheaper here than anywhere
else, what objection can there be to putting agricultural imple-
ments on the free list? DBut can they buy them cheaper here?
I think the evidence is the other way. The manufucturers nd-
mitted a few years ago that they were selling their goods
cheaper abroad than at home, and explained by saying they did
so in order to keep their employees at work. I am glad that I
can admit the fact without being compelled to accept their
cxplanation of it. I prefer to take the view expressed by the
late Mr. John Hay, Secretary of State. In an address made not
long before his death, he said:

We are building locomotives for rallways in Europe, Asia, and Afriea.
Our bridges can be built in Ameriea, ferried across the Atlantie, trans-
ported up the Nile, and flung across a river in the Sudan In less time
thon any European natlon, with a start of 4,000 miles, can do the
work. We sell ironware in Birmingham, earpets in Kiderminster; we
pipe sewers of Scotch clities; our bicyeles distance all competitors on
the Continent: Ohlo sends watch cases to Geneva. All this is of ad-
vantage to all parties; there is no sentiment in it They buy our
wiares because we make them better and at lower cost than other
people.

According to him, they did sell abroad cheaper than at home.
They could not compel foreigners to pay such exorbitant prices
as our protection laws enabled them to exact from the home
foll.

Mr, Bridgman, in his book, The Passing of the Tariff, pub-
lished in 1909, says: -

The policy of underselling to foreigners has hecome a recognized prac-
tice on the part of the protected manufacturers of the United States,
secret if poseible, but followed constantly, whether secret or open.

Dr. Charles W. Elliott, late of Harvard, in an address made
in September, 1908, said:

That the tariff Is not necessary to the malntenance of American
wages or American standards of living appears clearly from the com-
mon practice of sclling American goods in foreign countries at much
Inwtir prices than they are sold in the United States, and yet at a
proft.

And he significantly adds:

If the American people mean to malntain their individual liberty in
indnstries, trades, commerce, and politics, they must steadily defend
themselves against monopolies.

At its meeting in Hartford, Conn., in November, 1907, the
National Grange passed a series of resolutions condemning
American manufacturers for selling their goods cheaper in for-
eign countries than at home, at the expense of American agri-
culture, and recommending that every article so sold be put
upon the free list.

There is scarcely a limit to the evidence which eould be col-
lected to show that gentlemen were in error in asserting that
the American farmers got their implements cheaper than those
of any other country, but I will content myself with adding a
list of the home and foreign prices of American-made articles
in common use, in all of which the farmer is interested :

Price

Article. Toma. | sold at

abroad.
Cultivators. $11.00 £8. 40
Plows 14.00 12. 60
Axes 825 7.20
Kett! 1.40 .85
Table knives. . 15.00 12.00
Horseshoe nalls.. .. 3.00 12.00
Barbed L P e o L Ll L C e P T P Ce P TS i 3. 00 12.00
T e e S e e Eey e e - 10. 00 15 55
epewrltere: i il i e P T N P pra  LEES] 100. 00 60, 00

Bewing machines:
Fine... 27. 50 20.75
22.00 17. 50
18. 00 12.00
23,00 223.00
1 Per hundredweight. * P'er long ton.

Our protection friends are great admirers of that form of
gophism known as * the false cause.”

When two things which might be related are found together,
this method of reasoning assumes that they bear the relation

XLVII—5&7

None have given psore or |
1t is wid by

of eause and effect. We have a high proteetive tariff, this
alleged argument runs, and our farmers are prosperous, hence
the high tariff eaused their prosperity. Or this: We have
protection and we have high wages, hence protection mnkes
wages high. By a parity of reasoning I might say they have
cyclones in Kansas; the farmers of Kansas are prosperous,
heiice cyclones cause prosperity. Or thus: We have a great
muiny schools and ehurches in this country; we also have a great
many divorees, hence the schools and churches are the eause of
the divorces. And all of these arguments are equally sound,
which means they are all unsound.

Mr. CONNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois yield
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. GRAHAM. I do.

Mr. CONNELL. I would like to ask the gentleman from
Illinois if this is not a good place in his speech to elucidate
a faet that the gentlemen on the other side of the aisle have
evidently forgotten, a very important argument in bringing
their case forward, which is that there is six weeks' delay in
the coming of spring here in the District of Columbin, which
may be figured as being due to this Democratic Congress?

Mr. GRAHAM. It is the tariff agitation here, of course,
which did it. There can be no other adequate reason for it.
[Laughter.] According to the logic of the protectionists, the
two things being found together must bear the relation of
cause and effect. [Laughter.]

Our prosperity is due to other causes than high tariff. The
prosgperity of the farmer, when he is prosperous, is largely due
to the quantity of fertile land in this country adapted to the
use of the best farming methods. The farms of the West average
356 acres. In France they average less than 20 acres. Our
Innd in the West at least is comparatively new, and very fertile,
and if the farmer has accumulated a little wealth it is largely
due to the fact that increasing population has added to the
value of his land. Cheap, fertile land and plenty of it has been
the principal cause of our great growth, aided by the profuse
abundance of mineral wealth of every kind which the God of
the universe, and not the protective tariff, placed in the bowels
of the continent. Every condition which makes for prosperity
in agriculture is here. Climate, soil, variety of production, and
facility for transportation; in short, nature scems to have ex-
hausted herself in giving us every material advantage,

People from Iurope came here in myriads because of these
natural advantages. They came when we had low tariff, and
they would have come just the same If we had no tariff, and
their coming helped to develop our great agricultural resources.
Many of them lived in tariff-ridden countries, and if protection
is such a wizard in making prosperity, why did they have to
leave the homes of their chiildhood to come to a strange land?
It was not the fact of protection here that brought many of
them, for many of them left that behind them, and many came
when we did not have high protective tariffs.

The fact is that no decade in our history shows such material
progress as the 10 years from 1850 to 1860 under the Walker
tariff—a purely revenue measure.

Our national wealth during that decade increased 126 per
cent, an increase far beyond that of any similar length of time.

The following figures contrast that deeade with the one from
1890 to 1900, much to the disadvantage of the latter:

1850 to 1800 to
1860, 1900.
Per cent. FPer cent,
Onr national wealth fncreased.............. 5 126.0 30.0
Troducts of manufactories inercased ....... © 8Bl 35.9
Capital invested in mannafascturing increase 8. 4 50.7
Railroad mileage increased......ccocvuuveus 300.0 19.0

This remarkable progress, made during a decade when we had
what protectionists, with ridiculous inconsistency, call a free-
trade tariff, is a forceful and eloquent answer to the claim
that protection is the cause of prosperity, except, of course, in
the sense that protection has made favored individuals pros-
perous by affecting the distribution of wealth in such a way as
to multiply millionaires at one end of the industrial seale and
paupers at the other end of it. ;

The claim that protection is the cause of the high wages paid
here is equally unfounded.

Primarily, wages should be an equitable share of what labor
produces. What the labor of anyone will produce depends, first,
on the efficiency of the individual and, second, on the conditions
under which the labor is performed. Any comparison of wages
in different countries, or in different communities in the same
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country, which ignores these two fundamental conditions is
necessarily, and I might almost add willfully, misleading. And
yet while our protectionist friends never cease calling attention
to the faet’ that we pay higher wages than are paid in other
countries, they never once allude to either of these fundamental
facts. They never tell that labor is more efiicient here and that
the conditions hiere are more fayverable to labor, the environment
better than elsewhere, and yet it is largely because of these facts
that wages are higher liere than abroad, and because of these
Tacts wages have always been higher here. Whether we had
high tariff or low tariff, wages were higher here; and if we had
no tariff at all, wages would still be higher liere because of the
greater efficiency of the American laborer and the better condi-
tions under which that labor is performed.

The position of the protectionists on this question of wages
is singularly absurd and leads them into the most illogical posi-
tions. This is well illustrated in a speech made by one of my
Republican colleagues from Illinois during the consideration of
the Payne tariff bill and reiterated in his argument yesterday.
Here is a table of wages Le gave showing the day wage paid in
certain industries in this country and also in Great Britain, Ger-
many, France, and Delgium. e made the msual protection
argument in connection with that table. He said:

1 o not want to live to see the day when the American workingman
will be forced by legislation to accept the low wage scale of forelzn free-
trade pations. If there be those lere who think that there is mo sub-
stantial differcnce between the wages received by ounr laborers and the
wages received by foreigpn laborers, I would respectfully invite thelr
carcfil Inspection of the following comparison of wages in this country
and the wagea pald in fres-trade Europe: A

Eﬂt:f B?iﬁ:ig. Germany. | France. | Belgium.
1
Hour.| Day. |Hour.| Day- {Hour.| Day. |Hour.| Day. Huur.[ Day.
| |
I-s |
Bricklayers........ $4.40 {80, 21 |£1.68 180.13 {51.04 (50.13 |51.04 180.08 | £0.04
Btonecutters 23| .20{1e60] .12 .93 | .14 | 113 .07 .56
3.08| .21]1.68| .13} L04| .14} 113} .08 « 64
232 ,33/1.0¢] .08) .64 .10| .80 | No data.
2.8 .20 160 13104 15| 120) .07 .50
28| .18 | 1.44] .12 .96! .13 | Lo4 | O7 .50
352 .20]1c0| .31 .88] 35| L20]| .08 M
. 216 .17 1.36 13 | 1.04 13 | L04 | Nodata.
Generol laborers...| .17 | 13671 .10| .80 08| .6t 10| .80 | .05 .40

Not a word said about what the Izborer accomplished in a
day; not a word about the conditions or environment; not o
word about the fact that in the United States we have less than
30 persons to the squarce mile, while Belgium, one of the coun-
tries compared, has 622 persons to the square mile, that Ger-
many has 305 to the square mile, and that Great Britain has 347,
How ridiculonsly absurd, to compare wages and conditions in
two countries, when the population is 20 times as dense in one
as in the othier and competition proportionally Leen.

But let us examine this table which is supposed to prove the
case for protection and see what it shows. In the first two
columns it appears that the American laborer gets about twice
as much daily wages as the British laborer does. With the
usual ostrich logic of protection it is assumed that that proves
the case. Evidently there are mone so blind as those who will
not see. How very strange that my colleague and his protec-
tionist associntes could not see the real meaning of the figures
he quotes.

Iiis statistics show that protected Germany and protected
France pay bricklayers 13 cents an hour. Protected Belgium
pays S cents an hour, and free-trade England pays hers 21 cents
an hour. And this proportion holds good throughout his table.
The figures show, then, that free-trade England pays almost twice
as large a daily wage as protected France or Germany and
about two and a half times as much as protected Belginm. And
this comparison is between countries where the conditions are
nearly similar. According to my colleague’'s-logle, the conclusion
is inevitable that free trade means high wages and that protec-
tion makes low wages., Add to this the fact that German work-
men migrate to free-trade England, but no Englishmen go to pro-
tected Germany, and according to protection logic, the case is
proved.

Of course, the truth is, as T have already said, that wages are
regulated, primarily, by what the labor produces, modified, of
course, by the law of competition, and that the law of competi-
tion is in turn modified by labor organizations, which largely
control it.

In Belglum, with 622 persons to the square mile, the struggle
for existence is a hard one, and competition is keen. In the
United States, with only 30 persons to the sguare mile, the
struggle is less hard, competition is less keen, and labor has
more to work on and draw from.

The question of efliciency is an Important element in the
amount of wages paid, and the misleading nature of refercnce
to the daily wage as a basis of comparison without reference to
efliciency is well shown by the statement of Mr. J. II. Bailey,
of the Broderick & Bascom Wire Rope Co., of St. Louls, to the
Ways and Means Committee on November 28, 1908. After
giving the daily wages of British workers, he says:

The wages pald for similar services in the United States is doubtless
considerably more than stated above, but to compensate for this dif-
ference in wages It must be borne in mind that in England one man at-
tends to but 1 thick-wire block: In the United States 1 man attends to
at least 4, and often 6, thick-wire blocks, while for the finer sizes, say
Nos. 24 to 30, there is still a greater difference.  Xor these sizes in
England 1 man attends to 10 to 15 blocks; in the United States 1 man,
with the help of a boy, attends to 30 to 50 blocks.

From the foregoing it will appear that while the Individual earnings
of the American workman is grodater than that of the Boglish workman,
still the cost per hundredweight in wages is greater fo the English
manufacturer Lecause of the greater amount of work turncd out by the
American workman, due to the greater number of maclhines attended to
by the American,

Mr. Andrew Carnegie stated before the same committee that
the general rule is that the highest-paid labor produces the
cheaper products.

Senator Garriscer, of New Hampshire, in a speech on the
floor of the Senate June 25, 1902, said:

As regards the power of prodoction, Mulhall has shown that a farm
hand in the United States does as much as 2 in the United Kingdom,
3 in Germany, o in Austria, and 7 in Russia. It takes 43 Buropeans to
equal one ;\mcrlc\:u:l.

And, again, he says:

This com{mrlson 15 emphasized by our coal consumption and steam
power and finally by our products of manufacture.

If the tariff regulated the amount of wages, then England,
having no tariff, would pay the lowest wage of any country, but
the table cited by my colleague shows—what, indeed, we all
know—that the contrary is the faect, and that England, which
on their theory should pay the lowest, in fact pays the highest,
and much the highest, daily wage pald in any Iuropean country.

If thelir theory was correct the daily wage would be the same
wherever the same tariff rate prevailed.

But we know that this is not true, and tifat the dally wage
differs as much in different parts of our own country as it does
in entirely different countries. .

Carroll D. Wright, who was one of the foremost statisticians
of his day, estimated the cost of living in this country and the
various countries of Europe, and lie measured it, not by money,
but by days' earnings.

He concluded that the number of working days required to
cover the cost of food, clothing, lighting, heating, and taxes for
an average family are, in—

Dagys.
En ;—I and g ?'E
TUnited States nr
ﬁrn e e [P AT " 231
Germany 240
Ttussia 286
Italy SEEs P 200

Speaking generally, according to this table, so far as Ilurope
is concerned, the higher the tarifi the lower the wages. Dut in
spite of all this, in spite of the fact that wages were higher
here, regardless of tariffs; in spite of the fact that wages have
doubled in England since they abolished tfariffs; in spite of
reason and experience; in spite of everything, the protectionist
will raise his voice and say, *Our high profective tariff is the
cause of our high wages.” A friend of mine insists that a man
can make the most absurd statement, and if he will repeat it
loud enough and often enough, after a while he will really think
it is go. The protectionists make me think my friend is right.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

It is 2 most significant fact that in spite of the great increase
and vast amount of our national wealth, of the twelve mil-
Hon and a half of families in the United States, according to
the census of 1900, five million and a half of these families
were practically propertyless, according to the late Charles B,
Spahr, then associate editor of the Outlook. He estimated that
those five million and a half of families had an average of
only $150 a family, consisting of clothing and houseliold goods,
He further stated that 125,000 families owned more wealth than
the other 12,375,000 families, in other words 1 per cent owned
more wealth than the other 90 per cent.

This is an unhealthy condition and will result in mischief if
continued.

It was fashionable a few years ago to denonnce those who
called attention to this condition and brand thewn as disturbers,
but that stage has been passed, thanks to the great independent
press and magazines.

How foolish to ignore this condition, and how foolish to
denounce those who point it out and emphasize it
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How foolish of the patient to abuse the physician who demon-
strates that a cancer is forming in a vital part of his body.
How much wiser it would be to thank him and set about getting
cured while there was yet time.

But what has protection to do with this condition of con-
gested or concentrated wealth?

Let me illustrate, and in doing so make clear the difference
between a tariff for revenue and a tariff for protection.

Mr, Schwab, in 1809, while he was president of the Steel
Trust, made a statement in writing and afterwards testified
that the statement was true. In it he said:

I know positively that England can not produce plg irom at actual
cost for less than $11.50 per ton, even allowing no profit on raw mate-
rials ; and can not put pig iron into rails, with their most efficient works
for less than $7.50 per ton. This would make rails a net cost to them o
$10. We can sell at this price and ship abroad, so as to net us $10 at
works for foreign business, nearly as good as home business has been,
What s true of rails is equally true of other steel products. As a result
of this we are going to control the steel business of the world.

You know we can make ralls for less than §12 per ton, leaving a
nice margin on foreign business. Besides this foreign costs are going
to increase year by year, because they have not the raw materlals,
while ours is going to decrease. The result of all this Is that we will be
able to sell our surplus abroad, run our works full all the time, and get
the best practice and cost in this way.

Mr. Bchwab here tells us they could make steel rails in
Pittsburg at less than $12 a ton and that the same kind of
rails could not be made in England for less than $19 per ton.
But while they could make steel rails at $12 per ton, and by
selling them at $§15 make 25 per cent profit, yet they actually
sold them at $28 a ton f. o. b. at Pittsburg. Had there been
no tariff at all on them, you see, few or none could come from
England. Allow $3 per ton for getting the English rails to .the
seaboard, loading them on the ship, paying the freight and insur-
ance charges to New York, and, without any profit whatever,
they would have cost $22 when they reached the customhouse
there. The duty on steel rails under the Dingley law was $7.84
per ton, which, added to the other items, makes a total cost of
$20.40 a ton this side the customhouse in New York.

« If an American purchaser bought rails in England, of course
he paid the customhouse duty or tariff of $7.84 to the collector
of customs, and the money thus paid went into the Government
Treasury as revenue, to be used in defraying the public ex-
penses. DBut the Steel Trust was perfectly aware of what the
foreign rails would cost an American purchaser, and to prevent
importation they fixed the price of rails at Pittsburg at $28 a
ton, or $1.40 below the foreigner’s price, even if he sold at actual
cost. This gave the American manufacturer a profit of $16 per
ton, or 133% per cent.

You will notice that he did not add the whole of the tariff.
If he did the price would have been $20.40, and then there
might be some importation. But by remitting $1.40 and adding
only $6 of the tariff to his price, he had a monopoly of the
business.

Now, where did the $6 per ton, which the tariff law enabled
him to add to the price, go? Did any of it go to the Govern-
ment as revenue? No indeed, not a cent. It all went into the
treasury of the Steel Trust as bounty or protection.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman permit a
question?

Mr. GRAHAM. My time is nearly up, but if the gentleman
will get it extended, I will be glad to answer his question, if T

can.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Does the gentleman know what
this country paid for steel railg at the time we did not make
any in this country?

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman does, and I am glad you
asked that question. The gentleman knows well, but he knows
that at that time the processes that have since been invented
for making steel rails were practically unknown, and the
gentleman knows that most of those processes were developed
by Americans. [Applause.] The gentleman knows that in the
last 10 years there were 630,123 patents granted in the United
States, whereas in England, in all time, there were only 278,000,
and in Spain 22,000. This shows the comparative ingenuity of
the peoples.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. The gentleman has not an-
swered my question. Does the gentleman know what the United
States paid England for steel rails before we made them in
America?

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman said he did, and he does.

AMr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. But hasthe gentleman answered
the question?

Mr. GRAHAM, The gentleman is glad to answer it. I con-
cede, ns I said awhile ago, when the gentleman from Oklahoma
probably was not here, that protection stimulates, but stimula-
tion is usually followed by prostration; and, in order to prevent
that, when stimulation had reached the point where the Ameri-

can manufacturer had the market to himself, he then went to
work and organized what we now call trusts to keep the price
up, instead of putting it down, as it was sald he would do.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman tell us what
we paid England for steel rails prior to the time they were
manufactured in America?

Mr. GRAHAM. Just about what Englishmen had to pay for
steel rails. They were as high as $150 a ton, and the processes
that cheapened them have been largely the result of American
brains; and if there is any reason why the protection barons
of this country should have the benefit of all inventions made
by American brains, I do not know what the reason is. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

I think when there are great inventions like Whitney's or
Wall's, or any others, the people should have some of the benefits
of them and not give it all to a few who are piling up millions,
so that to-day they own a large part of the wealth of the coun-
try and have been practically running the Government, and not
running it in the interest of the people, but in their own interest.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma., Will the gentleman permit an-
otlier question?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. I do not know whether I quite
understood the gentleman or not; but if I did, did I under-
stand him to say that prior to the time when we made any steel
rails in America we paid England as high as $150 a ton for
steel rails?

Mr. GRAHAM. Please talk faster; the clock keeps moving.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. I beg the gentleman'’s pardon.
Did I understand the gentleman correctly? :

Mr. GRAHAM. I really do not understand why the gentle-
man repeats his question. I thought I made it as plain as I
could make it.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma.
stood the gentleman.

Mr. GRAHAM. I am not responsible for the gentleman's
understanding. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. I do not know that I misunder-
stood the gentleman. I just want to get him to tell me.

Mr. GRAHAM, I said very clearly that at one time rails
cost §150 a ton; that at that time the present processes of
making steel were unknown. It was done by hand, by hammer-
ing and heating and cooling, and there was a great deal of ex-
pense to it which is now obviated by a very simple process.

The Bessemer process had secarcely been in vogue till 1870,
The price in England was then $50 a ton. In 1873 the prices
there went down to $36. By 1877 the price was $30 and the
duty $28. The price here at that time ranged from $61 to $67.
i M;. YOUNG of Michigan. Will the gentleman answer a ques-

on

Mr. GRAHAM. I will if T can.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. At the time we were buying steel
rails for $165 a ton, were not those rails made by the Bessemer
process? -

Mr. GRAHAM. They were no

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. I think the gentleman is mistalken,
I would like to ask the gentleman further, if all the rails made
in this country up to about 12 years ago were not made under
that same Bessemer process?

Mr. GRAHAM. They were made under such processes as en-
abled the Steel Trust to make them for less than $12 a ton,
when England could not miake them for less than $19 a ton.
But the Steel Trust sold them for $28 a ton, thus making a profit
of 183 per cent. That is merely an illustration. Every pro-
tected article is like steel rails, differing only in degree and not
in principle, and in that way protection has been gathering
wealth from the producers of this country until now 1 per cent
of the American people owns more than the other 99 per cent.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan, The gentleman from Illinois has
referred to the testimony of Charles M, Schwab, DIid the gentle-
man read that portion of Mr. Schwab’s letter in which le said
that the statement as to the price for which rails could be made
in Pittsburg was written for the purpose of selling the property
of the Carnegie Co., and if people kept that in mind they could
place a better value on it?

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman from Illinois did read that
in his testimony, but not in the letter, and the gentleman read
further; he read where Mr. Burke Cockran asked him the spe-
cific question, if the facts stated in the letter were not true, and
Mr. Scehwab said that they were true.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. In a way.

Mr. GRAHAM. He said it absolutely. He said it is entirely
true. I would be delighted to read the whole pages upon which
that matter appears, had I the time. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Simply to see if I misunder-
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Sias).
from Illinofs hias again expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield fo the gentleman five minutes
more,

Mr, GRAHAM. For the year 1909 there were 1,688,770 tons
of steel rails used In {he United States. 8ix dellars per ton on
that amount made $10,132,750, a nice little gift, which the pro-
tective tariff Iaws compelled the American people to give to the
manufacturers on steel rails alone. In 1508 twice ns many rails
were used, and the gift was over $20,000,000 that year. And
as the protective tariff works on steel rails so it works on every
other line, the difference being only in degree. When it is an
ideal protective measure, and shuts out imports altogether, it
diverts all the tariff graft into the manufacturers’ pockets,
When not ideally protective some things are imported and some
revenue is obtained for the Government. A perfect protection
measure would yield no reventue.

It becomes an inferesting question how our tariff thus divides
the money taken from the people—that is, how much of the
tariff goes to the Government as revenue and how much to the
protected interests as tribute or graft? I have scen many esti-
mates, and the weight of the evidence is, T think, that for every
dollar the Dingley tariff put in the Treasury as revenue it put
from $5 to $8 in the treasuries of the protected manufacturers
as tribute.

I have never been able to persuade myself that such a law is
a proper exercise of the Government's taxing power. I deny its
right to take from the pockeis of some citizens their hard-
earned dollars to put them into the pockets of other citizens.
As the Government has been collectinz over $300,000,000 a year
revenue from customhouse taxation, and as at least five times
as much is collected from the people each year for tribute to the
manufacturers, and as this has been golng on for 40 years it
becomes apparent why there is such concentration of wealth as
I have already adverted to.

With annual tribute paid by the Ameriean people of from
10 to 20 millions on steel rails alone, it is little wonder that the
24 directors of the Stecl Trust represent one-twelfth of the
country’s entire wealth.

How long, O Lord, how long!

Not the least of the objections to this system of public robbery
under the forms of law is the fact that it is dishonest and im-
moral, in that the law authorizes the manufacturer to collect
money from the people for his individual benefit and under the
protection of the taxing power. It is like authorizing the
grocer, by law, to put sand in the sugar or authorizing the
butelier to welgh his hand with the meat; and the protection
idea, the idea that he is getting the advantage, that the law
enables him through protection to get something for nothing
is sapping the foundation of public morals and of public hon-

The time of the gentleman

esty.

But, as I see it, the greatest evil is the danger to repub-
lican form of government. We can not safely ignore the lessons
of history, and one of them surely is that wealth is power, and
those who control the wealth of a country will control its gov-
ernment and its destinies,

When we consider that one out of each hundred of our people
own over half the country’s wealth, and that the ownership of
that half, through banks, trust companies, insurance companies,
and otherwise makes them the custodians of much of the re-
mainder, which is almost as useful to them as the ownership of
it, the danger becomes more apparent. And we should consider,
too, that many of the very rich seem to be getting tired of a
republican form of government and are willlng, if not anxious,
to nse thelr vast wealth for the purpose of purchasing titled
sons-in-law and arranging matters so that onr children and
grandchildren will have to produce dividends or rent to he sent
abroad to maintain the titled descendants of these modern Tories
in affluent dissipation.

YWhile protection 1s not the sole cause of these evils, it is the
most far-reaching and the most prolific one, and little progress
can be made in other directions so long as the law permits a
favored few to thus exploit the people. This bill is therefore
in the right direction, is well worthy of support, and ought to
pass. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25 minutes to the
gentleman from Missourl [Mr. Runey].

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Alabama for the courtesy he has extended to me. A new Mem-
ber on this floor, it would i1l become me to consume much of the
time allotted to this side of the Hall in the discussion of this
important question. I want to promise the House here now that
whatever of merit or demerit my speech may contain, it will at
least possess one quality which will commend itself to you, and
that will be its brevity.

When I came here and looked around me, it occurred to me
that this House might be likened unto a great school. It
seemed to me, as I noticed the difference in the experience and
the knowledge of the Members of this body, that there might
be found here those who are freshmen, sophomores, juniors,
and seniors in this great school. Indeed, Mr. Chairman, it
oceurred to me that there are those who by reason of their
great experience and their many years of distinguished service
in ithls body may well be denoted post graduates in this insti-
tution,

I thought when I ecame that I wonld enter as a freshman.
But a few days ago as I listened to the speech of the gentleman
from Illinois, the ex-Speaker of the House, and when he brought
forth his map and talked to us about the geography of Canada
and delivered to us what he was pleased to term a kindergarten
lecture, I became convinced that I had overlooked one depart-
ment in this body, and I was forced to conclude that the cighty-
odd new Members would be considered as belonging to the
kindergarten. [Laughter and applause.]

Be that as it may, Mr. Chairman, I am satisflied that experi-
ence in this body does and should play an important part. All
the new Members have received at the hands of the old Members
many courtesies which we appreciate. I have listened at
tentively to the debates on this and other measures. Indeed, it
might be said that the new Members of this body have been
noted for their eareful, candid, and interested attention to these
debates. And let me express the hope that we may continne
so to do, even should the fortunes of future elections allow us to
become old Members of this great body.

Mr, Chairman, I come from an agricultural district. Within
the limits of my district the largest town contains less than
2,500 inhabitants. My people are an agricnltural people. I
voted for the reciprocity Dill, I voted for it, first, upon the
broad ground that its passage would be beneficial to the entire
country, from one end of it to the other, and that between two
countries such as the United States and Canada there ought to
be no artificial tarlff wall :

I voted for it, in the second place, because I belleve it is to
the interest of the agricultural people of this country to have
no tariff between Canada and the United States. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] When the statistics are carefully exam-
ined, and when it is seen that the balance of trade between this
country and Canada is in our favor, I can seec no disadvantage;
on the contrary, I see great advantage to our agricultural people
in getting rid of that tariff wall, [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Mr. Chairman, I have here some figures in reference to this
matter, which I shall not take the time now to read, but will
incorporate in my printed remarks. They are figures that have
been used before on this floor by other speakers, but they show
conclusively that the balance of trade between the two coun-
tries is in favor of the United States.

The Government statistics show that in five years ending
June 30—

We sold in Canada
Canada sold to us 393, 913, 673

Difference in our favor 492, 503, 703
These Government statistics further show that in the same

§880, 417, 370

five years—
Horses :
We sold In Canada $14, 172, 075
Canada sold to us 2,540, 201
Difference in our fayor 11, 622, 874
Cattle :
We sold in Canada 1,578,170
Canada sold to us 1,193, 790
Difference In our favor. 884, 083
e ———
Meat and dalry produocts:
We sold l;11?1 Canada 17, 011, 017
Canada sold to us 004,101
Diffetence In our favor 16, 101, 825
—_—
Breadstuffs:
We sold in Canada 31, 506G, 556
Canada sold to us G, 679, 884
Differcnce in our favor. 24,910,072

Of the foregolng items we £old to Canada $53,030,755 more
than Canada sold to us.

I voted for the reclproeity bill for another reason, and that
was that I knew full well that just as soon as it was passed
there would come right along after it this measure which we
are now consldering, the companion bill—if you please, the
farmers’ bill—which, far more than ihe reciprocity measure,
relleves the burdens upon the people of our country [applause
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on the Democeratic side], and especially upon that great army
of producers, the American farmers, whom, more than anyone
else, I have the honor to represent npon this floor.

I,am strongly in favor of the passage of the pending Dbill
It will benefit my people. I am one of those that believes a
Member of this body should legislate for all the people he
represents without regard to their political afiiliations, and
this is one bill that will benefit every man, woman, and child
within my district. This bill puts upon the free list practically
every article used by the farmer in the production of his crop
and in the equipment of his farim. It benefits every farmer in
every nook and corner of this Republic. It places upon the
free ligt the plow and the harrow used upon the hillside and
in the valley, the cultivator and the planter used upon our
broad, extended prairie land, the harvester and the leader
used in the West and in the great Northwest, the cotton gin
and everything used in cultivating and caring for the cotton
in the Southland, the wagons and the harness used everywhere,
the wire fencing used to inclose the farm land, and the lumber
with which to build the homes and the barns and the granaries.
It even goes further than that. It is broader than that. It
places upon ihe free list the bread and the meat and the boots
and the shoes that are so absolutely necessary to the working-
men of this ecountry, whether they work upon the farm, whether
they work in the minesg, in the factory, upon our great railroads,
or I care not where. The very reading of this measure, the
enumeration of the articles contained therein is, to my mind,
sufficient to convince any reasonable man that it will be a great
benefit to all the people and ought to become a law. I shall
not read it, but will incorporate in my printed remarks the
items which it places upon the free list.

This bill places upon the free list the following articles:

Plows, tooth and disk harrows, lieaders, harvesters, reapers, agri-
cultural drills and planters, mowers, horsernkes, cultivators, threshing
machines and cotton gins, tarm wangons and form carts, and all other
agricultural Implements of :m{ kind and description, whether speclfically
mentloned herein or mot, whether in whole or in parts, including repair

arts,

% Bagglng for cotton, gunny cloth, and all similar fabrics, materials,
or coverings, suitable for covering and baling cotton, composed in whole
or in part of jute, jute butts, hemp, flax, seg, Russian seg, New Zealand
tow, Norwegian tow, aloe, mill waste, cotton tares, or any other mate-
rinls or fibers suitable for covering cotton; and burlaps and bags or
gacks composed wholly or in part of jute or burlaps or other mdterial
suitable for bagging or sacking agrienltural products,

Hoop or band iren, or hoop or band stecl, cut to lengths, punched or
not punched, or wholly or partly manufactured into hoops or tles,
coated or not coated wl{h palnt or any other preparation, with or with-
out buckles or fastenings, for baling cotton or any other commodity;
and wire for halin;f hay, straw, and other agricultural products.

Grain, buff, & l& rough and sole leather, band, nd, or belting
lenther, bools an oecs made wholly or in chief value of leather made
from cattle hides and eattle skins of whatever weight, of cattle of the
bovine specles, Including calfskins; and harness, saddles, and saddlery,
In sets or in parts, fnished or unfinished, composed wholly or in chief
value of leather; and leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other
forms suitable for conversion into manufactured articles.

Barbed fence wire, wire rods, wire strands or wire rope, wire woven
or manufactured for wire fencing, and other kinds of wire suitable for
foneing, including wire staples.

Beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork, and meats of all kinds, fresh, salted,
pickled, dried, smoked, dressed or undressed, prepared or preserved in
nny manner; bacon, hams, shoulders, lard, lard compounds and lard
substitutes ; and sousage and sausage meats.

Buckwheat flour, corn meal, wheat flour and semolina, rye flonr, bran,
middlings, and other offnls of grain, oatmeal and rolled oats, and all
prepa cereal foods; and biseuits, bread, wafers, and simllar articles
not sweetcned. -

Timber, hewn, sided, or squared, round timber used for spars or in
bhulldlng wharves, shingles, laths, feneing posts, sawed boards, planks,
deals, and other lumber, rough or dressed, except boards, planks, deals,
and other lumber, of llgnum-vitm, lancewood, cbony, box, granadilla,
mahogany, rosewood, satinwood, and all other cabinet woods.

Bewing machines, and all parts thercof.

Salt, whether in bulk or in bags, sacks, barrels, or othor packages.

I can not, Mr. Chairman, in the limited time at my disposal
enter into a detailed discussion of this measure. I have lis-
tened carefully to the arguments presented against it by those
upon the other side of the Hall who oppose it, but I have lis-
tened in vain for a single substantial reagon why it should not
DAass.

The opposition has been one of criticism and technicality.
Some oppose this measure because it is too broad and opens too
wide the door of trade. Some oppose it because, perchance, it
is too narrow and does not place upon the free list some things
which in their opinien should be there. 8till others oppose it
for purely technieal reasons, hecause its plirnscology or gram-
mufical construetion or something of that kind is not jnst right.
The argument most frequently resorted to by those npon the
other side has been that the passage of this measnre wonld
close factories and reduce wages. I want to say here, Mr.
Chairman, that is an old, old cry. It has come down to ns
through many years. It has been used not only to frighten the
Congress of the United States, but it has been used upon elee-
tion day to intimidate the voter [applause on the Democratic

side] and to carry the elections in this country. I do not be-
lieve that it will close a factory. I do believe that it will pos-
gibly reduce the income of some of the millignaire owners of
factories, but it will not close a single factory, and it ought not
reduce the wage of n single laborer therein. I hiave listened
with some surprise, Mr. Ckairman, to the speeches made on the
other side. I have' heard Republican speeches as made out in
my part of the country, but I did not know you had the same
kind of speeches here that we had out there. I looked for tha
speeches here to be upon a higher and a different plane from
what we found them out in the eampaigns. More speeches
were made in my distriet by the opposition than ever before in
the history of our distriet, and every one of them talked about
the hard times of the Cleveldnd administration.

I am surprised when I hear gentlemen on the other side make
thiese same old speeches. Why, Mr. Chairman, if, perchance, we
should be discussing the tariff 20 years from now, and some-
body should introduce a bill to reduce the tariff upon some
manufactured article, those upon the other side, the high pro-
tectionists, would make great speeches about the hard times
of Grover Cleveland’s administration, [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] Xven further than that, Mr. Chairman, I expect
that on the last great day, the judgment day, when Old Gabriel
gets ready to sound the trumpet to bring the dead to life, some
protectionist, if he happens to be near.enough, will rise up and
say, “ Mr. Gabriel, just hold on a minute before you toot that
horn; I want to say just a few words about Grover Cleveland’s
administration.” [Applause on the Democratic side.] Why,
they talk to us about closing the factories. It has been demon-
strated on this floor ihat the manufacturer of farm machinery
takes his products abroad and sells them there cheaper than
he sells them to the people here at home., Talk about the boot
and shoe factories; they are exporters, they sell their prod-
ucts in foreign Iands. And right Lere, while I am discussing
boot and shoe factories, let me say this: Two years ago, when
this same question was being considered, representatives of |
boot and shoe factories came Defore the Senate committee and
the House committee and said they wanted free hides. “ Why,”
they esaid, “if you give us free hides, we can do without a tariff,
but we would like to keep that on for the name of the thing;
but we can Jdo without it Aund If you will give us free hides,
we will reduce the price of shoes from 25 to 50 cents a pair.”
The Payne-Aldrich tariff bill was passed and it gave them free
hides; it gave them a 10 per cent tariff; but iostead of shoes
being decreased in price from 25 to 5§50 cents a pair they have
been inereased in price from 25 to U0 cents a pair.

But they say it will reduce wages. Out in my part of the
couniry a great railread system las for two or three months
been trying to get hold of a president. They liave offered
the job to two or three high-grade men, but the job has been
refused, presumably because they were already getfing a
large salary. Salarvies have been offered to those men greater
than the salary paid to the President of the United States,
and yet that same railroad and many othiers, when we had
the Republican panic of 1007 and it became necessary to
cconomize, began economizing by dischargingz the men wlho
worked upon the section for $1.25 a day. Ay friends, the
trouble in this counftry with our corporations is this, that
whenever, perchance, it becomes necessary to economize they
begin at the wrong end of the line. [Applause one the Demo-
eratie side.] Instead of discharging or reducing the salaries of
thie overpaid ofiicials at the top they begin at the other end of
the line by discharging the laboring men down at the bottom.
We witnesssed in this House the other day a ratlier remarkable
ocenrrence. A bill passed this House by a unanimons vote, not
a single, solitary vote against it. A few days Iater we were (is-
cussing the reciprocity measure. Those upon the other side
were divided:; a majority of them voted against the bill and
talked against it. A minority of them voted and talked in
favor of the reciproeity, but whether thiey were for it or whethier
they were against it, they were united in that they were talking
and speaking of their devotion and their love for the creat
American farmer. So I thought to myself as I listened to the
discussion, this House is going to repeat itself; this House is
going again to be unanimeus; the minority of the minority is
going to unite with the majority of the minority, and together
they are going to present g =olid front and stand by the great
Demoeratic majority, tliey are going to vote unanimously when
the bill comes up to give the farmers a free-list bill. Buf, my
friends, I wus mistaken, I was deceived. They talk for the
farmer, but they are not willing to vote for the farmer. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] The very ones, some of them
wlio opposed the reciprocity bill, and gave as thelr reasons for
it that it would be detrimental to the farmer, have in the con-
sideration of this bill been most bitter in their opposition to it.
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I know a farmer, away out yonder in the central part of this
great country; he dwells in a little valley in the Ozark Moun-
tains of south Missouri, among as good a people as God ever
let live upon this earth. [Applause.] He came there when a
boy. At the breaking out of the Civil War he entered the Army
and gave four of the best years of his life to the service of
his country. Afier the war was over he came back home, mar-
ried, entered a piece of land, and settled down upon the little
farm where he lives to-day. Years came and went. Many
children came to bless that little home, trials and hardships
came upon him, but he shirked not. By dint of hard and hon-
est toil from early morn until late at night, day in and day out,
he was enabled to provide for that growing family.

One by one as those boys and girls grew to manhood and
womanhood they left that old home. Two or three of them
located on farms in the near-by neighborhood, but a larger
number of them, Iured by the dazzling splendor of the great
city, are now eking out a small subsistence in factories, in ma-
chine shops, and Dbehind the counters in the great department
stores. '"Way back yonder in old Missouri, on that homestead,
the father and mother live to-day. Now, here is what I want
to emphasize: Every year of his life that farmer has gone to
the county seat, he has hunted up the county collector, and paid
to him his taxes, State, county, and school, out of his hard-
earned savings, Every year of his life he has disposed of the
products of his farm and has therewith purchased the neces-
saries of life. During all those years every time he purchased
an imported article upon which a tariff duty was levied, and
those articles were few in number, he paid a tax for the support
of hiz Government. And during all those years every time lLe
purchased a home-manufactured article, upon which a protec-
tive tariff duty was levied, and those articles were many, he
paid a tax to the manufacturing interests of this land. The
tax which he paid to his State and to his county and to his
school and to his Nation was just and right, but the tax which
he has been compelled every year to pay to the manufacturing
industries of this country is wrong, is unjust, and ought not to
be. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

You gentlemen upon tlie other side promised to reduce these
burdens. You promised it when you wrote your platform in
1908 at Chicago. Youn have not done it. Are you going to do it
now? The farmer, Mr. Chairman, that I have mentioned here,
is but a type. The life story of that farmer is but the life story
of millions of farmers throughout this land. Honest, upright,
and patriotic, they are the bone, the sinew, the highest type of
American manhood, [Applause.]

My predecessor occupied a seat upon the other side of this
¥Iall in the last Congress. I hayve the honor in the present Con-
gress to occupy a seat upon this side of the Hall. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] TIIe was a member of the majority in
the last Congress. I am a member of the majority in this Con-
gress. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.] Dut, oh, Mr. Chair-
man, what a difference between that majority and this ma-
Jjority, as evidenced by what we have already done and by the
measures that we have already passed, and a difference which
will become more and more manifest as the days and wecks
go by.

I listened to the speech of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. LeExroot], and I agreed with him in one thing, although I
could not agree with him in the main part of his argument. He
stated that if his party had been true to its pledges that we
upon this side of the House would be in the minority instead of
in the majority. My opponent, as I said a moment ago, was on
the other side. e was a stand-pat Republican. He violated his
party’s pledge; he voted for the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill. If
he had acted with the gentleman from Wiscomsin and a few
others on his side of the House two years ago, and stood by his
party platform, possibly things might De reversed between my
late opponent and myself.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the genfleman has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield five minutes more to the gentle-
man.

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, it has been said, and truly said,
that this Government is a government by parties. When the as-
sembled representatives of a party meet and formulate its plat-
form, that platform becomes a solemn and sacred agreement
between the party and the people that support that party. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] And he who receives the nomi-
nation upon that platform does so knowing full well the contents
of it, and if elected he should do everything in his power to
carry into effect the policies and the pledges of his party.

We are to-day making history. This is a history-making Con-
TeSS,

B Already we have done some things which, though almost revo-
lutionary in their nature, have been done with such a spirit of

peace and unanimity on the part of the party that did them as
to be almost phenomenal. When our eaucus met—the Demo-
cratic enucus—and nominated its Speaker, I believe for the first
time in the history of this country we witnessed the nomination
of a man to that position, to serve his first term, by the unani-
mous vole of his party. That fact in itself shows that he stands
high in the esteem and admiration of his party. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

We admire him, we honor him, we believe that he is eapable
of fulfilling the duties of that high office, no matter what its
duties may be now, may have been in the past, or may be in
the future. He is just as able to carry them out as any man
wlho has ever occupied that position. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side. !

Yet, notwithstanding our love for and our confidence in him,
believing that the selection of committees should rest with the
body itself and not with the Speaker, the first thing we did was
to place their selection with the House itself, and that has been
hailed by the people of this country as one of the greatest steps
we have ever taken for the advancement of representative gov-
ernment here. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Then, Mr. Chairman, when this House convened in special ses-
sion it went to work, it got right down to business, and has been
busy ever since. The first thing we did was to eliminate about
a hundred useless jobs and thereby save to the people something
like $152,000 annually. Then we took up and passed the resolu-
tion providing for the election of United States Senators by a
direct vote of the people. We then passed the reciprocity bill.
We passed the measure reapportioning Rlepresentatives to the
several States. Then we took up the present bill. For 50 years
Congress after Congress has convened and in the writing of
tariff legislation they have passed laws in the interest of the
manufacturers of this country.

Mr. CLINE. And we passed the eampalgn expenses bill.

Mr. RUBEY, Yes; as the gentleman says, we passed the bill
requiring the publication of eampaign contributions before as
well as after elections, and on that oceasion we witnessed the
remarkable occurrence of every man present voting in its favor.

As I said before, the Congresses have heretofore legislated in
favor of the manufacturer and the special inferests. We are
now considering a bill that is not for the benefit of the special
interests in this country, but for the benefit of the great masses
of the people. We are going to pass this bill, and when we
have done so we will take up anotlier bill of benefit to the
people and pass it, and so, one by one, we are going to pass
those measures which the people are demanding and which are
of interest to the people all over the country. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] And when the gavel falls at the close of
the Sixty-second Congress this side of the House, the Demo-
cratic side,; will have redeemed every pledge that it has made
to the American people. [Prolonged applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Hera].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky is recog-
nized for 45 minutes.

Mr. HELM. AMr. Chairman, T learned my tariff ereed from
those patron saints of Kentucky Democracy, Beck, Carlisle, and
Breckinridge, whose memory is still revered and cherished and
in whose footsteps the younger generation delight to follow, as
well as from those old Democratic masters of the tarifl school
of Watterson, Blackburn, and McCreary, men who have shed
luster and renown upon our State and are now leaders in the
councils of our Nation.

The star-eyed goddess of tariff reform, once more in the as-
cendency, has her abode and abiding place in Kentucky. [Ap-
plause.] As the result of the teachings of these old masters to
whom I referred, the people of my State understand the work-
ings and the operations of the tariff. They know that as the
result of legislation placed upon the books by a more powerful
political party unhallowed tribute has been wrung from them.
They know that by unjust and unequal laws you of the North
have gathered tninted wealth from them. They know that the
tariff has not added a single dollar in value to any one of their
staple products that support them. They know that their prod-
uets are part of the basis of the surplus that goes into the mar-
kets of the world, and that the price has always been fixed
there. They know that with the rarest exceptions the tariff
dbes not increase the cost of any article when the exports of
that article largely exceed the imports of the same. They know
that whenever the price is increased by the tariff, the consumer
and not the foreign importer pays the tax. They know that
the tariff incubates monopoly and shelter trusts; that the freight
rate often overbalances the apparent effect of the tariff; and
that a prohibitive tariff brings no revenue to the Government,
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but does augment the bank accounts of the beneficlaries of the
tariff; that n feast is preferable to a famine; that the truth is
more powerful and enduring than fulsehood; that intelligence
is far better and moge desirable than ignorauce.

These fundamental, basie propositions have been understood
by the people of-my State since a time when the memory of man
runs not to the contrary.,

TIIE SURFLUS FIXES THE I'RICE.

The statement has been made on this floor that the place
where the greatest quantity of a preduct is sold fixes the price
of that product. T deny the proposition; andno one can say, and
say it truthfully, that the surplus of all the wheat produced by
all the wheat-raising countries—I have sclected that, because
around that item this fight has been waged—that the surplus of
all the wheat-producing countries in the world does not exceedl
the surplus sold by any one wheat-producing country in the
worlid. The official statistics ghow that the world's product of
wheat Instyear amounted to 3,667,404,000 bushels; that the wheat-
raising countries of the world exported in 1908—the figures
for that year being the latest that I could obtain—408,561.011
bushels, and the same year 24,460,940 bLarrels of flour. Iosti-
mating b bushels of wheat to the barrel of tlour, we have a totul
surplus of wheat amounting to 590,000,711 bushels. If the price
of wheat is not fixed by the surplus, how is it that in those
countries, even in those loealities where consumption exceeds
production, the price of wheat does not exceed the price of
wheat in those places where production does exceed consumption ?

All of the counties in the distriet that I represent are wheat-
growing counties, In some of them the consumption exceeds
the production. In some of them the production exceeds the
consumption. Yet the price in each of them or in all of them is
the market price paid in the business centers, less the freight
from the shipping point to the business centers.

Much Lias Deen sald here on the floor aboul the vast arei of
Canada that is capable of producing wheat, and that the tide
of immigralion is rushing into that portion of Canada. Ad-
mitting all that has been sald to be trae, what are you golug to
do about it? How can you stop the development? The people
are going to these lands, and the inereasing surplus that Can-
ada produces will shuply be angmented by the increased aren
and the increased production. You have to meet the surplus of
Canada in the markets of the world now, whether this reci-
procity bill passes or not, and you will simply have to meet
that inereasing surplus in the markets of the world.

That this increased surplus may tend to lower the price of
wheat I admit, unless consumption keeps pace with it

The reports that are being received bespenk o most bountiful
crop for this year. No farmer should De alarmed if the price
of wheat should fall, for with the prospects of a greater yield,
as n matter of course, the price wonld have a tendency to lower.

Year by year the Republican Party is filching Demoeratic
doctrines. Behold at this belated day the Republican President
of the United States, either converted to the true doctrine and
faith or else unwilling longer to deceive the American people
as to the working of the tariff. In his speech before the gen-
er'il‘ll assembly at Springfield, I1l, on February 11, he, In part,
said:

There {8 a difference of 10 or more cents a bushel on wh
cereals between the markets in Winnipeg nond M11:111ma.:mlla;,&l:]l.:tnil %lltgljllfft:
ference 1s iullﬂ explained by the lack of fransportation and clevator
facilities and g the greater difficulty that the Canadian farmer now
has in point of economlic carringe from the Northwest to Liverpool,
where the sale of this sm—glus and the price of wheat is fixed for the
world. To let the wheat of the Northwest go down to Minncapolis and
Chicago will steady the price of wheat, will prevent {ts fluctuation,
will make speculations more difficult, and will furnish us greater insur-
ance agalnst the ghort crop and higher prices. DBut that it will In the
end or substantially reduce the price of wheat, which is fixed for the
world at Liverpool, no one fnmlll[t]tr with condltions ean assert.

In the practice of law I was always better pleased to make
out my case with thie other fellow's witnesses, and I have de-
voted some portion of this address fo such high suthorities in
tlie Republican Party as the President and to Republicans of
such high renown as our Secrefary of Agriculture, who spiked
the guns of the Republican teachers of the false doctrine that
the tariff is of any benefit to the farmer when he stated in his
open letter to the legislative committee of the National Grange
Febrveary 9, 1911, that the price of wheat raised in the United
States was fixed in Liverpool, and said:

The Unlted States produces surplus wheat above domestie requirc-
ments, and thls surplus productlon Is sold In foreign countries. The
ptice of our cxport surplus is governed by the world’s nirement, being
regilated by the law of supply and demand. The price of wheat in
the United States while we are exporting is governed by the price at
which the su?ﬂus is sold, as n pencral propositlon. Oceaslonally wheat
corners may Iinterfere with the law of supply and demand undy tempo-
rarily affect the price. 7

The Republican Select Committee on Wages nnd Commedities,
anthorized and directed to ascerlain and report on the eause
of extreme high cost of living, exonerated the tariff by saying:

It— X

The tariff—
does not inercase the price of food production, because the cost is fixed
in the markets of the waorld,

More than half the Republican membership in this House
have been converted to this position, and have proclaimed this
old Demoeratic law of trade. How long will you, O protection-
fstg, continue 1o abuse the patience and confidence of the
farmer? [Applause on tle Democratic side.] The people have
driven the Republican majority in this House from the floor,
and the defenders of the high protective tariff have been driven
from the floor in this debate. Slowly but surcly the Republican
Party is being driven from power and its untenable position.
Formerly your party slogan was protection for * infant iudus-
tries.” This plea is now cbselete, it has faded nway from your
platferms. They dare not defend it in the face of the gizantic
trust that it has engendercd; it is worth any Republican's life
politically to do so. [Applause on the Demoeratiz side.]

Your Republican President did pot dare fo proclaim this in
the speech referred to before the General Asscmbly of Illivois
at Springfield. On the contrary lhe said:

There was a time when Repnklican leaders thiouglit there was na
¢anzer in having the tarif lLigher than necessary to protect any
industry. It was thought that if the country was mide to depend
upon manufactures behind the tariff wall, the competition between
the manufacturers would stimulats the reduction in the cost of yro-
duetion, and thus reduce the price, but the temptation to combine
by which the price could he controlled, and thus the excessive tariff
taken advantage of. led to & modiScation of the protectlon theory, and
to a declarntion that the rmtm]nn of any indusiry cught not to
exceed In the tariff imposed more than the differcnce In the cost of

roduction abroad, the cost of production here, and encugh to give a
falr profit to the domestie producer or manufaeturer.

WASTH AND INEFFICIEXCY INCREASE TARIFF.

Let us look at this propoesition for & moment. Whe Intest at-
tempt to deceive the people is a turiff not to exceed the differ-
cnee in cost of production at home nnd abrond, plus o fuair
profit to the manufactorer. So, again, the Republican Party
perverts the object of government by guarauteeing a profit
on legisiative eredit. It is a sly metbed of reaching the same re-
sult by a different route, and through this eatch phirase to se-
cure precisely the same result; and instead of belng a radieal
modification, it is the same proposition with a sugar ceating.
The cost of prodnction at home and elsewhere is an ever-vary-
ing proposition, even under like eonditions, ranging oll the way
from efficient and ineflicient management to the cost of con-
struetion, accessibility of raw material, quality of laboy, char-
acter and kind of machinery, fieight rates, fuel, lecation, and
g0 forth; and now applying their theories, they are drawn to
the maximom of protection as the basis of their proteeticn. else
thiere is no protection.

Why will the producer feel concerned abont the cost of pro-
duction when he has the guaranty of the Federal Gover:suent
iliat, at all hazards, he can not lose, and that he Is to base a
fair profit? Aptly stated, the propesiticn is a preminm cn un-
businesslike methods. The duty rises as waste aud inefliciency
inerease, and the limit of protection is the worst managed busi-
ness sanctioned by Federal legislation, while the burden «f the
unnecessary and inflated cost is to be borne by the consuier
solely by reason of such legislation.

During this debate much has been said about the difference in
cost of Iabor in Canada and in the United States. A few durs
ago the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Doresus], in fhe covesa
of his address, stated that in his city of Detroit, only 2,600 feet
away from his Canadian neighbors, with a population of 4€35,000
people, daily there was an army of people erossing the Detroit
Ttiver from Canada into the United States and from the United
States into Canada, earning their daily livelihood. The question
of wages was not involved as to which side of the river wape
received the highest compensation; it was solely a question on
which side the job or the employment could be had,

Our friends from Yowa and Wisconsin are very much per-
turbed about the prices of eggs and ponltry and milk, as the
result of the enactment of the reciproeity bill. I have been at
a logs to understand the whys and the wherefores of tily
alarm. Can it be possible that a Canadian hen lays more tian
one egg a day? Or, if the Canadian hen does not lay more than
one egg o day, is it a question of the labor equation that is
involved in the proposition? [Laughter and applause on the
Democratic side.] Does the average Canadian cow give any
more milk than the average American cow, or will Canadian
milk stand more watered gtock than American milk? [Laughter
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and applause on the Democratie side.] I take it that when it
comes to extracting the fuid from the cow, milking is milking
on both sides of the line.

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GArpNER] is broken-
hearted over the fact that a Canadian fishing in the same hole
with a Yankee filsherman can catch fish cheaper than the
Yankee ean. I presume that it is a question of the cost of
bait. With us this enterprise of fishing has always been
largely a matter of Iuck, and if the Canadian can outluck the
Yankee fisherm:an I believe that the proposition is even beyond
the aid or control of the Federal Congress of the United
States. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]

I would suggest, however, if permitted to do so, to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts that the best bait for a fisherman
is to be found in Kentucky, but it is never used on the hook.

The above instances are fair illustrations of the ridiculous
extremes to which protectionists go. It 1s a great blessing that
the rains, the air, and the sunlight are under the sole and
exclusive control of the good Lord above else some Republican
would place a prohibitive tariff on them, and no one be al-
lowed the benefits of either who does not vote the Republican
ticket or put up campaign funds for that party. There are
gentlemen on the other side of the aisle who do not believe
that an Italian can run a pusheart fruit stand or a street
organ, or that a Greek can run a shoe-shine stand without a
protective tariff. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

These instances that I have cited simply serve to show to
what ridiculous extremes protectionists will go.

DANGER BIGNALS TO THE FARMER.

When I see such defenders of the tariff system arraigned
against the reciprocity bill as the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Darzerr], as the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY],
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. COAxNoN], all of them
high priests of protection, I am thoroughly convinced that there
is virtue in this measure for the farmers and for the people
generally, for the red light on the track is no more evidence of
danger to the engineer than the position of those three men
on this bill is to me. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
When the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DArzern] stated,
as he did on the 15th day of February last, that the RRepublican
protectionist, when this vote is taken, marches to his doom I
am fortified in my opinion. When the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Foroxey] stated, as he did in his address to this House,
that he was for any amendment that would defeat it or kill it,
and to amend it was to kill it, I am further satisfied of the
course that I should pursue, When the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Caxnon], the rider of the Republican winds and the
stirrer of the Republican storms, stated, as he did in his
speech on the 15th day of April, and appealed to all men who are
of Republican faith, that if the Republican Party is to live it
can live only by being true to and supporting the policies of
protection, which policy this bill attacks, my belief becomes a
conviction.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CaxNoN] prophesies penal-
ties will follow the enactment of the bill, and the United States
Steel Co. proceeds forthwith to start the discipline to which he
no doubt referred. Was the wish father to the thought? Would
the protectionist welcome a made-to-order panie in order to fore-
stall the bill? Let the interests bear in mind that the Amerlean
people have been patient and forbearing, that if the issue to
which he refers does come that it will be fought to a finish, and
it will be in vain for them to ery ‘‘ socialism,” or if the disasters
the gentleman from Illinois predicts do come be it ever remem-
bered that the reciprocity bill is the offspring of a Republican
President and that he brought on the difficulty. Let no farmer
be deceived by the wail or tears of these men to whom I have
referred. Their interest is not for him. They plead but to pre-
serve the protective system and policy, for no one knows better
than they that when the hoodwink is removed from the eyes of
the farmer and he realizes that he derives no benefit from the
protective tariff, then the protective policy is indeed doomed and
the tepublican Party destroyed. None of them believe in re-
vision downward. The first gquestion for the farmer to solve for
himself is whether he is a protectionist. The farmer, like every
other business man, is interested in the widest possible expan-
sion of the trade on the best possible terms. I have taken pains
to secure first-handed the freight rates on wheat and lumber
from cities on the Canadian border and Chicago to points in
central Kentucky, the portion of the State in which the district
I represent is located. I now send it to the Clerk’s desk and
would like to have it read In my time.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read the letter designated
in the gentleman’s time,

The Clerk read as follows:

WIIEAT AND LUMBER—VARIOUS TOINTS TO STANFORD, PARIS, RICIIMOXND,
AND YVERSAILLES. 3

LouisvILLE & NasHviLne Rarcnosn Co.,
Louwisville, Ky., April 21, 1911,
Mr. Hanvey HEra,
House of Representatives, Unitcd Statcs,
Washington, D.
Desr Sir: Referring to your lettor of April 23,
the present rates In cents per 100 pounds:

0.
The following are

Wheat, Lumber, rough or dressed, carload,
carload, from—
from
To— en s :
Minne- | Chicago, |V IHA™S:| pingville,| Jackson,
apolls, | 1ll. T | Ky Ky.
nn. &
Btanford, Ky, ..oiiiiiinaie: 132 122 9 310 115
14V e R e e 195 120 18 13 211
Richmond, K¥...cuveeeasnnsan 127 122 1§ I8 312
Vamatlles By i ooiiisiiias i 125 3119 113 112 411

1 Carload minimnm in cars of 28,000 pounds eapacity, 20,000 pounds; carload minl-
mum in cars of 30,000 pounds capacity, 25,000 pounds; carload minimum In cars of
40,000 pounds capacity, 34,000 pounds; carload minimum In cars of 50,000 pouncs
capacity, 44,000 pounds.

2 Carload minimum, 34,000 ponnds.

1 Carload minimum, 30,000 pounds.

Yours, truly, D. M. GOoDWwYN

General Freight Agent.
FRAIGHT RATES INSURMOUNTABLE PROTECTION.

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, the point I wanted to make was
that freight rates from Canadian points on wheat and on lumber
from Canadian points and Chieago to central Kentucky towns
are an insurmountable protection in themselyes. From the
letter, it appears that the freight rates on wheat from Minne-
apolis to central Kentucky towns is 32 cents per 100 pounds, or
about 20 cents per bushel.

No one has ever claimed that there is a difference of 20 cents
per bushel between Canadian wheat and wheat in the United
States. The tariff, in my opinion, has never kept a grain of
wheat out of the local market in central Kentucky. It has
never kept a stick of timber or a plank from Canada out of
central Kentucky points. But the freight rate has, and it
always will do so. There is always a line in matters of trans-
portation where all profit is consumed by freight rates or trans-
portation, and it is impossible for Canadian wheat to reach
central Kentucky towns and pay the freight, tariff or no tariff.

I do not say that there are not spots along the Canadian line,
or even a twilight zone along the Canadian line, where wheat
by reason of transportation or elevator facilities may not be
higher in the United States than in Canada. DBut it is the ex-
ception, and it is not the rule. It should also be borne in mind
that the millers of the United States require the hard Canadian
wheat to mix with their soft wheat in order to make an export
flour. An examination of the prices of wheat at Winnipeg,
which corresponds to the Chicago market, will disclose the fact
that wheat is selllng at Winnipeg, which the gentleman from
Indiana, my friend [Mr. CurLror], well knows, higher than it is
in Chiecago. The closing prices at each place for the dates men-
tioned is as follows.

However, I will not read them, but will insert them,

Closing prices of wheat on thca%r; and Winnipeg markets for the days
ven.
[May delivery.]

Chicago. ‘ Winnlpeg.
$0. 88, £0.91

. B8] .00

B0 90

.01 04

.00 .02

. B8 .M

8% .02

.00 .03

.93} .04

Two weeks ago May wheat was quoted on the Chicago Board
of Trade at 85 cents per bushel. To-day it is quoted at 95
cents per bushel.

The total value of domestic breadstuff produced in the United
States in the last five years that the home market could not
absorb was $840,802,878. This went into our export trade. We
imported only $20,808,905 worth. In the same five years we
exported 280,808,006 bushels of wheat, valued at $200,314,1506,
and impe ted 3,008,864 bushels of wheat, valued at $3,418,127,
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Alr. CULLOP. Will the gentleman permit an inferruption
there?

Mr. HELM. Certainly,

Mr. CULLOP. On all wheat shipped into this country for
export of the kind you have described, to mix with the United
States soft wheat, is not the tariff only 1 per cent of 25 cents a
bushel ?

Mr. HELM. Certainly.

Mr. CUOLLOP. So that there is practically no tariff on that
wheat at all?

Mr. HELM. 1 wish, Mr. Chairman, to give some front-door
propositions, some blackboard demonstrations, as it were, of the
situntion with reference to wheat and our exports of agricul-
tural and farm products.

T make the broad statement that the freight rate from Cana-
dian points to central Kentucky points will always offset all
differences in prices, if any, on all competing produects of Ken-
tucky and Canada.

EXCESS OF EXPORTS OVER IMPORTS IN FARM I'RODUCTS.

But a few years ago Germany either excluded or threatened
to exclude our meat products from her market. This caused a
decline in prices and alarmed the farmers. I refer to this as
an objeet lesson, showing that the farmers need the widest mar-
ket for their surplus produets. The merchant who has the most
customers is always the most prosperous business man. The
United States is, as it were, a gigantic department store; it has
everything to sell, and to prosper it must have the greatest pos-
sible number of customers. If this vast volume of agricultural
products that we are producing here annually, and which our
people can not absorb, could not find its way into foreign mar-
kets the priee of our home products would necessarily fall.

Canada can never be a corn-raising territory; the scasons are
too short. Withont corn they can put few, if any, hogs on the
market. During the five years last past we exported 391,-
401,418 bushels of corn, valued at $209,856,762, and imported
268,551, valued at $200,128. The reciprocity bill will give us
i better market for corn and a better market for hogs.

Carload after carload of cattle leave central Kentucky an-
nually, vin Newport News, for Liverpool. All the time there
has been a tariff here on eattle and meats of all kinds. The
Liverpool market has been free and open to the world. Why
has not our tariff made our prices higher here than there?
The confrary is true; if it were not, the shipper of the cattle
would need not protection but an asylum. The winter season
in Canada is longer, necessitating a longer feeding season,
with hay and corn to be imported for feeding purposes. The
farmers in my section are frequently compelled to go to Kansas
City, Chicago, St. Louis, and Cinecinnati for eattle to graze and
feed their grain to. They rush their calves and pigs to market,
thereby losing the weight of the grown and developed animal,
which serves to limit the guantity of food, minimzing repro-
duetion also. The difference in frelght rates will prevent the
butcher stuff from Canada from competing with our butcher
stuff in our near-by markets. The beef packers oppose the act
because it makes for them a wider territory to control, and
their agenls who go among the farmers are walking delegates
in opposition to this measure.

The expoitation of meat products from the United States for
the years 1904-1908, inclusive, has varied from $170,000,000 to
$235,000,000 in value. If Canadian ecattle are cheaper than
our eattle, it oceurs to me that, the freight rates permitting, it
would be to the interest of the Kentucky farmer to buy the
chenp feeders there, to which to feed his corn and graze on his

Ta8S,

& The number and value of cattle raised in the United States
in the last five years that the home market could not absorb
and that were exported were 1,703,472, valued at $136,244,826.
In the same time we imported 310,816, valued at $5,080,850.

The Kentucky farmer often goes to St. Lonig, and even as
far as Kansas City, for the low-grade cheap horse, The Canadian
horse sells for more than the average-grade horse of the United
States, and Canada is a splendid market for horses, And for
these reasons, together with the protection resulting from
freight rates, they are insured against a lower price for their
horses. The high-grade Kentucky horse is in a class by itself,
and defles all competition. [Applause.]

The total number of horses exported by the United States, as
shown by the latest available figures for the years 1904 to 1908,
inclusive, was 149,704, valued at $17,900,101, while at the same
time we imported 20,852, valued at $5,900,521.
we exported 20,815 mules, valued at $3,048,657. ;

Having shown the magnitude of our agricultural exports over
imports of the same kind, to demonstrate that the tariff can
not increase their market value any more than a tariff on raw
cotton, on which there has never been a tariff, and of which we

In the same year |

raise 13,000,000 bales and export 8,000,000, and which has in-
creased in price from 6 cents to 16 cents per pound, I now desire
to present a comparison of our trade balances along the same
line with Canada, which is presented in concise form in the
letter prepared by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr, SITACKLE-
ForD], which I will not take time now to read, but I will in-
sert it.

The letter referred to is as follows:

The Lumber Trust and the Paper Trust are waglng a flerce fight
against reciprocity, They are muaking desperate efforts to get the
farmer to join them. Wherever possille they have enlisted the papers
whieh ecirculate among the farmers. They try to make the farmer
Lelleve that by reason of the tarlff he gets more than the fair market
price for his products. 4

Canada has a tariff which oFcrates against our products sold in
Canada. We have a tariff which operates against Canadian products
sold here. Reciprocity Is an agreement between the two countries to

‘modify both tariffs with a view to more extended trade.

In spite of these obstructive tarifls a large trade has grown up be-
‘r‘?'e;n us and Canada. In five ycars ending June 30, In goods of all
nds—
We sold in Canada__

$880G, 417, 370
Capada sold to us

393, 013, 673

Difference in our favor 402, 503, 703
These figures show that Canada is a good country for us to trade
with. Any country which buys from us more than it sells to us s a
good country to trade with. No tarill wall should stand between us
and such a country.
Let me show you Government statisties for five years ending June 30—
Horses :
We sold In Canada
Canada =old to us

$14,172, 475
2, 549, 211

11,622,874

e

Difference in our favor-
Cattle:

We sold in Canada 1,578,170
Canada ssld to us : i
Difference in-our favor 384, 383

= . %
Meat and dairy products:
We sold in Canadn

17, 011, 017
Canada sold to us '

904, 191
16, 106, 826

e ]

Difference in our favor

Breadstuffs : .
We sold in Canada 31, 606, 550
Canada sold t0 US— oo 6, 679, B84
Difference in our favor 24,018, 672
Total difference in our favor on above items______ 63, 030, TH5

T have voted without hesitation for the reciprocity bill both
times that it has passed the House because I apprehend no in-
jury to the agricultural interest—a benefit rather than a dis-
advantage to the farmer—because it will give us a wider mar-
ket and more customers for our products, and because its pas-
sage will ultimately lead to the overthrow of the protective
policy, to which policy I am unalterably opposed, by which the
farmer has been burdened, oppressed, and taxed to enrich those
who do profit by its operations, and because, among its vices,
it makes legislative pensions and hand-outs for business crip-
ples and makes crutches for the special interests, furnished
them by taxing the people, which interests use the Government
as a silent partner as a gnarantor against losses. 1 trust
I have, in a measure, demonstrated that the farmer reaps no
benefit whatever from protection.

OTHER SIDE OF TIHE PICTURE.

I turn now to the other side of the pleture and will attempt
to show who does get the bhenefit of the tariff, how it is done,
and how the passage of the bill known as the farmer's free-
list bill will benefit the farmer. At the outset it should be
borne in mind that the United States lends all the countries in
the world by far in the production of the articles embraced in
the proposed free list. And just in this connection let me say
that no one would claim that farm labor derived any beneiit
from the tariff on farm products. Neither does labor get any-
thing out of the tariff on manufactured products. Organized
labor gets only what the organization is strong enough to com-
pel the employers to pay, though. generally speaking, when there
are two men looking for one job labor goes down, and when
there are two jobs looking for one man labor goes up. But be
that as it may, we have ceased to hear those familiar speeches
on that side of the aisle, “All kinds of work for all kinds of
men.” [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The farmer’s stock in trade is a given amount of earth, ever
varying in quality and productive capacity, that can be only
utilized for certain purposes, depending, among other things,
upon the season. Each farmer pitches a crop that will, in the
first instance, support his family. Iis success depends upon a
variety of conditions. It may be a feast or it may be a famine.
In the very nature of things he can not organize. Organiza-



906 CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE. May 3,

tion counts for everything with the manufacturer, whose stock
in trade consists of a certain amount of capital invested in a
given enferprise. The capacily of his cutput at fixed charges
can be figured to a mathematical certainty as to quality, quan-
tity, and cost. The different manufacturers can aect in concert
and can be put in action with military discipline. A given type
of machinery, manipulated by an expert, produces a fixed result
daily, while the farmer, operating along the best lines, can not
control the yield, and he never knows what the harvest will be.
What chance has a farmer with a surplus of 50 bushels of wheat
to sell agninst a combined world’s surplus of 544,000,000 bushels
of wheat?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex-

red.

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed further for five minutes.

The CITATIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani-
mous cousent to speak for five minutes more. Ig there objec-
tion? ,

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, there is no objection on this
slde of the House to the extension of the gentleman’s time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is tempo-
rarily absent. Without objection, the gentleman will proceed.

Mr. HELM. How can the farmer at sceding time anticipate
the world's production of the crop he pitches, as compared with
the manufacturer, who can figure within a small fraction of what
the trade will absorb? How different is his condition from that
of the manufacturer or of the operators of the Brockton (Mass.)
shoe factory, which has an annual output of $144,201,436 worth
of shoes out of a total annual domestic production of $320,-
107,458 worth? How ecan the farmer ever know the exact cost
of the other farmers’' product on the market? The manufac-
turer does know the output that the trade will absorb, the cost
of his own finished article, and the cost of his competitor’s
article, and can apply the protective tariff in the way of profit
with mathematical aceuracy, all the way from the fraction of o
cent to a prohibitive tariff.

The prohibitive tariff is a legislative license to the manufac-
turer to charge the consumer what he pleases. It amounts to a
concession, and can be utilized to multiply his profits. If the
object of the tariff is not to make him a profit, what does the
manufacturer want with it? It follows tbat the higher the
tariff that can be brought into play the greater the profit. But
the farmer is helpless to bring it to bear upon his output, his
crop, or product, because he is unable to organize and control
the cost, the quantity, and the selling price of the same. He is
completely at the mercy of the manipulation by the boards of
irade of the world’'s surplus, over which boards he has no con-
trol and in which he has no interest, and which he should avoid
as religiously as he would avoid a gambling den.

WIIAT FREH LIST SBAVES THE FARMER.

Turning to the free list and taking the year 1905—tlie data
for which is the latest available, because the departments are
a set of masked batteries from svhich information can only be
extracted, as it were, by a corkscrew—and apply the Payne-
+Aldrich tariff rates, we find that our domestic consumption that
year of agricultural implements like those made free in this
bill was $80,628,231 worth. These implements have a duty of
15 per cent protection, which amounted to $13,503,484, which
sum represents the tariff profit to the manufacturer, and with-
out which the same implements could have been purchased by
the consumer for $77,050,747. In the same year our manu-
facturers sold at a proflt in the open markets of the yorld,
after paying freights and tariffs in foreign countries, the same
class of implements to the value of $20,731,741.

They tell us that these implements come in free from coun-
tries that impose no tax or duty on like articles imported from
the United States. They fail to state, however, what coun-
tries, if any, that produce these implements do not impose a
duty on the articles that go to them from the United States.
They say that foreign agricultural implements cost more than
those made here. Since when did this happen? It is about as
sudden as Cook’s discovery of the North Pole and about as
relinble. [Applause on the Democratic side.] What has be
come of the foreign paunper labor that gentlemen on that side
of the aisle bave harped on for the last 50 years?

In the same year our domestic consumption of sewing ma-
chines and parts amecunted to $20,089,721. Applying the 30
per cent protection in the Payne bill, we find that the duty tax
amounts to 56,011,916, whieh sum represcnts the tariff profit
to the manufacturer, and without which the same machines
would have been purchased by the home consumers for
$14,027,805.

Daring the same period these same manufacturers sold at a
profit in the open markets of the world these machines to the
value of §6,104,000.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's time has agnin expired.

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Chairman, in the absence of the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] it seems proper that the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Heca] be granted additional
time, I take the responsibility, on behalf of the gentleman from
Alabama, of yielding to him 10 minutes.

The CITAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the gentleman will
be recognized for 10 minutes more,

There was no objection.

Mr., HELM. Of a total domestic consumption for the same
year amounting to $243,5605,127 worth of sole, tanned, and cur-
ried leathers, on which the lowest rate is 5 per cent tax duty, the
tariff profits to the manufacturer was $12,177,756, which, de-
ducted from the actual cost, leaves $231,377,271, the amount it
should have cost the consumers. Selling at the same time
$0,444,873 worth of sole leather alone at a profit in the open
markets,

In {lie same year the domestic consumption of boots and shoes
produced in this couniry amounted to $§311,942503; allowing
the lowest rate of 10 per cent, it amounts to $31,194,230, which,
deducted from the actual cost, leaves $280,7490,073, the amount
the consumer should Lave paid for the total consumed. In the
same yoar the same manufacturers sold at a profit in the open
markets of the world $8,057,607 worth of said boots and shoes.

For the same year our domestic consumption of harness nnd
gaddlery amounted to $42407,340, on which there was a tarifl
benefit in the interest of the manufacturer amounting to 20 per
cent, yielding them a profit of $8409468, and which deducted
from the actual cost leaves $£33,907,872 that the consumer, ex-
cept for the tariff, should have paid for same,

In the same period the 50 per cent per thousand tariff on
shingles, of which the home consumption amounied to $23,940,-
080 worth, cost the consumer $7,241,5066 more than he should
have paid, except for the tarifi. At the same time the consumer,
by reason of the taviff on lathe, paid the manufacturer $500,000
more than he would have done but for the tariff concession to
the dealer.

Thus it appears from the few items in the free-list bill that I
have been able to get acetirate data upon, showing a total an-
nual domestic consumption of $708,657,722, ylelding no revenue
whatever to the Governuient, tliere will be an annual saving
in the passage of the bill of $79,218,410 {o the home consumer of
these items, which sum represenis manufacturers' tariff profits,
exclusive of trade profit. I have been unable to obtain from
the masked batteries of the departments sufiiciently acenrate data
to show the increased cost to the consumer on the many other
items in this proposed free list, such a8 barbed wire, salf, wire
rods, ropes, and so forth, by reason of the tariff rates, but I have
suflicient information to warrant the statement that the pas-
sage of the freelist bill means an annual saving far in execess
of a hundred million dollars to the consumer, solely by reason of
the removal of the tarif rates, while the total annual loss of
revenue on all imported items of like character in the bill now
amounts to only abount ten millions, which can be easily recouped
by economies already inaugurated.

TLost we forget, I want to remind the Members that the ahove
profits do not represent all ihnt Congress, under Republican
control, has done for the manufacturer in the way of grace.
There is couched in the Payne-Aldrich bill what is known as
“ the drawback clause,” which is another method by which the
manufacturer gets his gain, if, perchance, he does pay any cus-
toms duty on imported materinl which he uses and which he in
turn charges up to his vietim—the home consumer—and which
the Treasury refunds to him as its favored child if the goods
are sold to a foreigner.

OLD GUARD RETEEATING IN DISORDER.

In the face of these manifest blessings that will come to the
farmer through the passage of this free-list bill, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MaxxN] undertakes {o laugh the bill out of
court, so to speak, to poolh-pooh and make light of a measure
drafted in the interest of the toiling masses of the people, and
with an air of derision, in his discussion of the bill on the floor
of this House, asks, “ What are agriculiural implements?”
Does he need a photograph or a sliding picture to identify an
agricultural implement? I observe that when he wanted evi-
dence the gentleman read a letter from a trost magnate, gen-
erally not a disinterested witness when it comes to the free list,
peginning with the International Harvester Co., the United
States Steel Corporation, shoe and leather agsociations—profes-
sional jurymen, as it were, who are always in easy reach and
touch.
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It is written, “ Where your treasure is, there will your heart
be also.” I have heard it said that there are none so blind as
those who will not see.

It is generally true with the debater that when he is com-
pelled to resort to ridicule exclusively the facts are against him.
The question is, Are you in favor of extending the free list?
If so, do not pull back. You have attempted to show by your
tables that foreign-made agricultural implements sell higher in
foreign countries than the same kind of implements made here
sell for. Then, why do you object to the repeal of the tariff?
Of what benefit is it if their implements cost more and sell
higher than ours? I again ask you, What has become of that
“foreign pauper labor” over which so many fits have been
thrown on that side of the House? How was it that you had
such a nightmare over the meaning of the term * agricultural
implements " when on the 14th day of last February the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern] moved to recommit the
reciproeity bill to the Comuiltee on Ways and Means with in-
structions to report the same back with the addition of the
following articles on the reciprocal free trade list:

Fresh meat and all meat products.

What were meat products then? Rats?

Flour, cereal foods, bran, agricultural implements, cotton ties and
bagging, binding twine, and lumber.

What were agricultural implements then? You voted for it.
Were the market-garden supplies of Peter Henderson & Co., of
New York City, agricultural implements or fine tooth combs
then? Were farm wagons agricultural ‘implements or aero-
planes? The gentleman said that burlap has recently become
useful as a decoration for walls. Has the latest fad come in
since the gentleman from Pennsylvania moved to recommit?
Was maearoni a cereal food or angel food then? [Laughter and
applause on tlie Democratic side.]

The gentleman might increase his salary a dollar’s worth if
he will tell this House what cereal foods were then, How is
it that the International Harvester Co, have left the United
States to establish plants in foreign eountries in which the cost
of their output is greater than in the United States? That
does not ring true.

In the first place, no doubft, they had the plant, but swhat on
earth has become of that * foreign pauper labor™ of the old
countries where material is séarce? Again, he tells us that the
packers have plants in Argentina, a new country that is de-
veloping rapidly. Of course there is pauper lahor there, and
everything is cheap in mew eountries, especially in Alaskn,
where one of our 10-cent dairy lunches costs a dollar. [Laugh-
ter.] DBut, of course, the Argentine packers can flood the mar-
kets of the Unlted States, while the harvester company can not
sell one of its foreign-made machines here, even though the
machines are put on the free list.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNoN] drew a beantiful
pleture of the prosperity of our country and attributed it all to
the policy of protection. We have prospered, but the price that
was paid was a dear one, affer all. We have a country of
marvelous resources. When I think of it ag compared with the
other countries of the world, the parable of the sower rushes to
my mind.

Christ, speaking to the multitnde, said:

Dehold a sower went forth to sow, and when he sowed some sced fell
by the wayside, and the fowls came and devoured them up; some fell
in stony places where they had not much earth, and forthwith they
gprang up beecause they had not much depth of earth; when the sun
was up they were scorched, and beeause they had no root they withered
away: and some fell among thorns, and the thorns sprung up and
choked them; but others fell into good %‘roum! and brought forth frult,
gome a hundred, some gixty, and some thirty fold. Who hath ears to
hear let him hear.

Ours is the good ground that has brought forth a hundredfold
in spite of the baleful influence of protection. [Applause on
the Democratie side.]

The gentleman from Illinols says that we have but seratched
the resources of this great country. I hope that what he says is
true, but I trust that, whatever the future has in store, this un-
folding wealth will escape the grasp of the small group of men
who now control two-thirds of the wealth of the Nation. To-day
the Republic of Mexico is in a state of revolution because the
President of that Republic has peddied out everything of value
by way of concession. But a few years ago, under the reign
of Mark Hanna, more trust and holding companies were formed
than in all the past history of this Government. The reins of
this Government were turned over to him, while he, in turn,
handed out to predatory wealth powers and rights that we are
trying to regain and control, not by revolution, but by processes
of the laws’ delay.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SWEET].

Mr. SWEET. Mr. Chairman, this bill is for the benefit of the
great body of consumers both in the country districts and in
the cities of our country. A large proportion of those who are
now opposing this bill belong to that faction of the Republican
Party which'in the last Congress favored the Payne-Aldrich
tarlff biil, which so flagrantly discriminated against consumers.
These same Members are opposed to the reciprocity agreement
with Canada. Their tariff position was plainly stated by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CaANsoN] a few days ago when he
said:

I voted for the Payne-Aldrich bill. I agree with the President in
what he sald at Winona—that it is the best protective tarlff bill ever
passed. T still believe that. If I had supreme power, I would wipe
out some things in it.

The Payne-Aldrich bill and the supreme power of the gentle-
man from Illinois while he was Speaker were the chief issues
last November. The people condemned the former as an unjust
measure, and their condemnation of the latter was scarcely less
pronounced. i

The standpat Republicans are now charging the Demoeratie
majority with “ playing polities ” because we have not combined
the reciprocity measure and the free list in a single bill. This is
an easy charge to make, and it is offen made by the rankest poli-
ticians, on the * stop-thief” principle, in order to turn attention
from themselves,

There are two ways of “playing polities,” One is the old
way which our friends on the other side of the aisle have
played until it is threadbare., Their method is based on in-
sincerity. Its foundation Is a sham and its superstructure is
deception and fraud. [Applause on the Demoeratie side.] The
stand-pat Republicans have had long experience and can give us
pointers In this manner of playing the political game.

But there is another way of playing politics. It consists of
right doing because it is right and of gaining popular support
by deserving it. TLet me illustrate,

The people demanded a downward revision of the tariff with
a just regard for the interest of the consumer. Republicans
knew this and admitted that they did when they put into their
national platform of 1908 a promise to honor this demand. If
they had fulfilled this promise, it would have been playing
politics according to the new rules, which they had not then
and have not yet learned. I'or obvious reasons they can not give
us pointers on this modern game. This recalls the experience
of a representative of the Fort Wayne Hlectrie Co., who sold a
dynamo to an old German miller in a little town in Ohio. The
agent inserted in his bid an item of $75 for the time and ex-
penses of an expert to connect up the dynamo. When the old
German saw this item he said: -

, Cut that out. Me and my boy Herman vill set her up oursclves.

A week after the dynamo was delivered the agent received a
letter from the old man, in which he said:

Your dynamo is no good; she von't vork. I vish you vould come
und take her avay.

The agent wrote a letter in reply, in which he said:

The Fort Wayne Electrie Co. furnlshed the bralns to make that dy-
namo, and it is as good as any on the market. The railroad company
furnished the brains to bring It to you. You sald you and Herman
could set it uﬂ, and just becauso you don't know enough to do so you
want me to take It back or to furnish the brains to make It work.

A few days later he received a postal card from the old
German, in which he said:

The dynamo, now she vork all right; me and Herman filx her. But
if she don't, 1 vouldn’t ask you to furnish someding vot you don't
carry In stock.

[Laughter.]

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Map1isox], with impressive
emphasis, also accused the majority of playing politics because
they refused to present these two measures in a single bill. He
voted for the reciprocity measure, and I have no doubt will vote
for this bill. No one guestions his sincerity. He believed that
the two measures should be joined, because in that form he
thought their chance of favorable consideration in the Senate
would be increased. In this his judgment is at fault, and from
this error of judgment he has been led to make a charge which
lias no foundation and which he will regret,

Before leaving my home to attend this extra session I con-
sidered with great care the best manner of bringing forward
these bills. There were three possible courses. First, to pass
the free-list bill at the outset, in the hope that it would pass
both Houses, holding back the reciprocity measure as a menace,
which might be supposed to have considerable effect upon the
President. This plan I discarded, because it was putting the
cart before the horse. It was not the logieal order. It in-
volved the postponement of the very measure we were called in
extra session to consider, and smacked of disrespect to the
President.
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The second plan that oceurred to me was to tack the twvo meas-
ures together just as these gentlemen say we should have done.
The reasons for discarding this plan were to my mind still more
apparent. I had no doubt that the combined measures could
be earried in the House by a safe majority, but I was equally
confident that they would not in that form pass the Senate.
I'rom what transpired, or rather failed to transpire, in the
Senate at the last session of Congress, it was safe to assume
thnt the reciprocity measure had many enemies in that body,
althougzh it is quite probable that its enemies are not now as
numerous as they were then.

But it is safe to say that even at the present session if these
measures pass the Senate, it will be by the vote of some Sena-
tors who are not enthusiastic in their favor, and possibly by
the votes of some who might welecome a plausible excuse for
opposing them. The question, as I viewed it, was this: Would
not the addition of the free list to the reciprocity measure fur-
nish just such an excuse? Would not the combination of the
two bills incur the hostility of every Senator opposed to either
of them? DMoreover, would it not enable a Senator to vote in
the negative without incurring the full responsibility of his
vote? It is of the highest importance that the vote of cvery
Member of either House should place him clearly and distinetly
on record, so that his constituents can tell exactly where he
stands. 'When two distinet measures are joined together this
is impossible. The present case affords an admirable illustra-
tion. A Member who might desire to shirk responsibility counld
vote against the combination measure and when afterwards
called upon to give an account of his stewardship he could claim
that he was compelled to vote as he did because of his opposi-
tion to either one of the two measures, though making a pre-
tense of favoring the other; and if he were inclined to “play
polities™ he might have one excuse for the manufacturer and
another for the farmer.

We on this side believe both measures are right. We want
both of them to pass. They are both opposed by standpatters,
and we “love them for the enemies they have made.” If the
reciprocity measure becomes a law, as we believe it will, we are
confident that an inherent sense of justice operating upon the
minds of Members of both Houses and of the President—justice
to the wage carner, who needs cheaper shelter and food; justice
to the farmer, who has never received any material benefit from
protection and who thinks that the reciprocity measure unfairly
discriminates agninst him—will cause the present remedial
free-list bill to nlso become a law. An all-pervading sense of
justice is one of our distinetive national traits inherited from
our Anglo-Saxon ancestors. It permeates the great mass of
our people, and it is well for their Representatives to keep that
fact in mind. .

Personal views have been expressed by Members on both
gides of this House as to the probable fate of the present bill
in the Senate. Such expressions are mere guesses without the
slightest binding force upon anyone. So far as I am concerned.
I refuse to be bound in the slightest degree by the opinions of
othiers upon this point, The people of the United States have
said that they want the cost of living reduced. Reciproecity
with Canada gives some help in that direction. This bill gives
still more. Before the election last November I promised fo
do what I could to that end. I shall keep that promise by
voting for this Dill. If Senators do not listen to this demand
of the people that is their affair, not ours.

My sincere bellef, however, is that the Senate will pass both
these measures. Senators know what the common people of
Ameriea are thinking and saying, and I believe that they will
perform their duty in this matter hoth from motives of policy
and from motives of humanity. If they see fit to combine these
two mensures and to send them Dback to the House in that form
without amendments which sericusly impair their value I, for
one, shall be glad to give them my support.

The third method which I considered, and which I made up
my mind was the most logical, the most likely to succeed, the
least open to the charge of “playing politics,” and in all re-
spects the best, is precisely the one which was reported by the
Ways and Means Committee and which e are now pursuing.
It is the natural method; it is straightforward; it is business-
like. It affords the most conclusive evidence of our gincere
desire that both these measures should De adopted, and all of
our countrymen who are not blinded by partisanship will recog-
nize the purily of our motives and will give their hearty
approval to our conduact.

I come from a district which is largely agricultural, and, I
might add, largely Republican. It lles in the so-called “fruit
belt™ of Michigan. We raise enormous quantities of peaches
and apples, From Grand Rapids, my home city, we ship
peaches, not by the earload, but by the trainload. Our farmers

are applying the most scientific methods to the care of their
orchards. They keep the ground well tilled and spray the trees.
I know a farmer in my district—and he is 0 good Demoerat—
who has 1,400 acres of land. His farm buildings are numcrous
and well painted. From a distance they look like a small vil-
lage. He has an apple orchard of 40 acres. He planted the
trees himself 24 years ago. He recently refused $60,000 for the
40 acres—$1,500 per acre. He has an automobllee a8 lave
many of our other farmers.

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Pickerr] said that farmers
were leaving his State and going farther north. They are not
leaving the fifth distriet of Michigan. They are prosperous, and
neither need nor desire to tax the less fortunate wage earners
of the clties in order to put more dollars into their own pockets,
Their generosity Is proverbinl. It hasg been claimed that the
Good Samaritan was a commercial traveler, because he said:
“YWhen I come again I will repay thee.” DBut this claim is not
sustained by the facts. The farmer in olden times brought his
produce to the city, as he does to-day, but often from very
long distances. He frequently traveled the same road back
and forth. The fact is the Good Samaritan was o farmer, and
the farmers of my district are hislineal descendants. [Applause
on the Democratie side.] They are not only prosperous and
generous, but they are also intelligent. When you Republicans
put a tariff on wheat you did not fool the farmer in my part
of the country. He voted your ticket, and was good naturedly
satisfied to pay a tariff tax on everything lie bought in order to
give the manufacturing interests a 1ift.

DBut he knew all the time thnt wheat was an article of export
and not of import, and he was not fooled by the pretended pro-
tection you gave him. What he did he did with his eyes open,
and until you carried the thing tco far and continually in-
creased the tariff rates instead of lowering them, as you said
you would, he made no complaint. When in the ecampaign of
1908 you and your candidate for President promised a redue-
tion of tariff rates, the people accepted your terms, elected your
candidate, gave you the control of both Houses of Congress—in
a word, they completed the contract with you. The reason why
they have lost confidence in you is because you broke that
contract.

I do not wish to be understood as claiming that a majority
of the farmers in my district are in favor of the reciprocity
measure, but in almost every case which has been brought to
my knowledge, where there is objection, it is not so much to
the measure itself as it is to the Injustice, after all these years
of self-imposed sacrifice for the benefit of the manufacturer, of
removing even the nominal and visionary benefits supposed to be
conferred upon farm products without a corresponding removal
from the gutput of the manufacturer.

Their position is stated with remarkable clearness in a letter
I recently received from the master of the Michigan State
Grange, Mr. N. P. Hull, of Dimondnale, Mich. He says:

As master of the Michigan State Grange, the largest Curmers' organi-

zatlon in Michigan, an organization composed of GOLOYD of the best
farmers and their familles In the State, I want in their name to wwake
one last appeal to you in the interest of plain justice and fairmess. If
protection Is an advantage and the capital aud labor of the manufac-
turer are to be given that advantage, then by what principle of justice
are we to be refused it? Have we not lLeen loyal citlzens? Have we
not done our part to build this Nation and to make It wealthy? Iave

we not glven ns freely of our blood and of our treasure to maintain It
in both war and peace a8 has our brother In the elty? If leglslation to
lower the price of farm products is desleable, why is It not equally
desirable to lower the priee of other men’s Ianbora? ‘What arguments
can the citles bring for reciprocity with Carnada in farm products that
would not as forceful and loglcal for us to use in favor of reci-
procity with England In manufactured products?

He concludes with these significant words:

All we ask is n square deal, the same protection for our labor and in-
vestments as other classes ecnjoy, an equal opportunity with others to
provide for oursclves and our families. In God’s name, are we not en-
titled to this?™

What the farmer wants is simple justice. He is willing to
take his chance of a slight reduction in what he has to sell,
provided he Is given the benefit of a fair reduction in what he
has to buy. That is precisely what this bill aims to do. It puts
on the free list, not only from Canada and from England but
from all the world, agricultural implements, sire fencing, lum-
ber, fence posts, harness, shoes, meats of all kinds, bags for
grain, bagging for cotton, sewing machines, and &o forth.

The farmer and the laborer in the city are the consumers of
these things. They know that most of them, even when pro-
duced in this country, are sold in foreign markets at lower
prices than they have to pay for them. They kuow that their
own earnings for the year are the difference between the amount
they receive and the amount they pay out. They know that if
the International Harvester Co. gets fromn the farmer $20 more
than it should for a grain drill and $40 more than it shonld
for a self-binder these sums are deducted from his net earnings.
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Years ago, when the farmer was beguiled into the belief that
the protection of infant manufacturing industries would create
a greater home market for his preducts, he willingly submitted
to flie tax dmposed upon all his purchases in the hope that it
would prove a good investment, and that he would some time
or other get his money back with interest.

He never dreamed that the prineiple of protection was to be a
permanent policy. Ile mever dreamed that it svas to be carried
to the extent of building up great monopolies in .our own coun-
try. He never dreamed that tariff-fattened manufacturers swwounld
attempt to debnuch legislation in thelr own interest and against
the interest of those whose enforced contributions had made
them multimillionaires. Fven now most of the farmers in my
district cling to the belief that there is inherent ierit in the
prineiple of protection properly applied, but they see no justice
in fariff measures which abselutely ignore the interests of the
grent consuming public and make the rich in our country richer
and the poor poorer. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Although the reciprocity measure was not an issue in the

. eampaign last fall, T have made an honest effort to ascertain

where the people of my district stand on that question. I have
sent out several hundred letters asking Tor a frank expression
concerning it. A majority of the replies are favorable to
recipreecity, and, go far as I can learn, the opinion that it should
be followed by the free-list bill now under discussion is almost
manimouns. The only opposition to the free-list bill comes from

a few special interests among manufacturers syho fear it will.

rednee their profits.

he opponents of these measures have frequently said during
the progress of this debate that a reduction in the price of eattle
would not cheapen the price of the poor man’s meat because of
the manipulations of the Beef and Packing Trusts. If that is
true, God help the poor, for Congress confesses its inability.
If it is true, no reason can be given except that undef the shel-
ter of the tariff foreign competition has been remeved and home
monopolies have grown so strong as to be absolutely beyond our
control. If there is no relation bebween the price these monop-
olies pay for what others produce and the price they charge
when they come to sell substantinlly the same articles, the
happiness and even the lives of -our people have been placed in
their hands.

If those on the other side who have used this argument
realize the full force of what they are saying they ought to be
the first ones to advocate the opening of world-wide competition,
in order, so far as possible, to break down these merciless mo-
nopolies. If natural competition at home, which wounld induce
chenper selling where there is cheaper buying, is so far a thing
of the past that all natoral laws are eliminated, the most benefi-
cent purpose which can possibly be served by the adoption of
this bill is to be found in the admission of competition from
abrond and the consequent destruction of these monopolies.

T'he bill under consideration is not too drastic. It will not
cause the sacrifice of a Iarge amount of revenue. By cutting off
unnecessary employees and by businesslike economies in the
House of Representatives alone a saving of about $182,000 per
year has been effected. If that proportion, or anything-like 1t,
ghonld Dbe carried out through the other departments the
$10,000,000 loss of revenue which this bill will cause will be
mide up many times over in a mamner which will meet the
approval of every business man and every thrifty farmer in the
country.

These two measures, in my judgment, constitute the best
legisiation wwhich has been enacted in this Chamber for many
years, and yet they are merely the repenl of former lezislation.
They merely restore to the people natural rights which have
been taken away by law. DBuckle, the great English author,
asserts that the best legislation of modern times is that which
abrogates former legislation. He is speaking of England. In
proof -of this statement he cites the corn laws, which were
passcd for the purpese of enabling the English landlord to get
diigher rents. They were passed without serions objection, but
it required for their repeal years of the hardest kind of fighting
in Parliament and a war of classes which cost many lives. He
cites the laws restricting the freedom .of the press and the free-
dom of speech, and ecalls attention to the years of cffort on the
part of the greatest Iinglish statesmen to repeal these laws.

It I8 only within a few years that our ewn people have come
o realize how the principle of protection ean be misused. The
climax ywas reached by the adoption of the Payne-Aldrich bill,
when our people saw that special interests svere in the saddle
and that the very wealth which hnd been diverted from the
many to the few was being used not only to perpetuate the sys-
tem, but to render it still more eppressive. o place the people
back in eontrol of their own Government, to set right the wrongs
they dinve suffered, to -effect so far s may be a more just dis-

tribution of wealth, to remove the burden from shoulders that
are unable to bear it, to bring the comfort of warm clething
and proper nourishment to those who can not now afford them,
to call a halt in the mad march of money getting, to make a
start at least toward a broander and better iumanity; these are
purposes which are inspiring the people in their wvidespread
insurgency, and they are purposes svhich may wel contrel the
actions of this bedy. [Loud applause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Banymwant].

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, during a .collogquy this
morning on the floor of the House between the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Weezs] and myself I
asked him the question I it ywwas possible that the contracts of
the United Shoe Machinary Co. with shoe manufacturers might
not be responsible, in a measnre, for the increased prices or
the constantly increasing prices of shoes. e very emphatically
denied that that could be possible. About the time that my
friend was delivering this speech a Senate committec was hold-
ing a hearinz on that very question. The statement made in
that hearing this afternoon xrns such that T believe it s im-
pertant that, in conjunction with my colloguy with the gentle-
man this merning, I be permitted to extend my remarks in the
Neconn to cover the evidence given in this hearing before the
Senate committee this morningz. 1 therefore ask unanimous
consent to print this report in the Reconrp.

The CHAIRMAN. The order has already been given author-
izing Members to rtevise and extend their remarks in the
Rrcorn.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Sensational and startling testimony as to the extent to which the
Tnited Shoe Machinery Co., of Boston, known as the Shoe Machiner
Trust, has the shoe manufacturers of the United States under its domi-
nation was glven to-day by sbhoe manufacturcrs lefore the Finance
Committee.

The story told by the shoes manufacturers scemed to make out so
complete a case of violatlon of the antitrust laws that one of the
ablest lawyers in the Senate expréessed himself fresly in commenting

on it.

“1 think that if these hearings are transmitted to the office of the
Attome'{qﬁeneml the United Bhoe Machinery Co. will have trouble on
its hands,” he remarked.

He did nmot hesitate to declare that the contracts which the Bhoe
Machinery Trust virtually forces manufacturers to sign are invalid.
He declared that the signature of such contracts in some of the States
would be a erime.

The whole Finance Committee pricked up its ears nnd took notice as
witnesses recited the detalls of the story of how the United Shoe Bla-
chinery Co. held the shoe manufacturers of 1his country in thralldom,
and how, under the system pursued b% the <:o:1'1.1:u:m.{1 in question, the
forelgn manufacturers of shoes, cspecially the English, got much more
Tavorable treatment than American shos manufacturers.

The hearing set out to be one in which the shoe manufacturers were
to tell the Finance Commlittes why they ought not to be subjected to free
shocs. Dut it ha@ not got far ore the United Shoe Machinery Co.
was run into. The committee found itsclf much more interested in the
story of how what Is alleged to be trust was keeplog the shoe manua-
facturers in subjection than it was in the simple mai:tcr of dAuties on
boots nnd shoes, A

If the temper displayed at the hearing to-day 13‘ ‘Benators who wore
told about the shoe machinery company iz any indication, there will be
gtrennous demand in the Benate for prosecution of the TUnited Shoe
MR%‘;B{;? Co. and for the testing in the courts of the validity of its
contrac

The witnesses before the committee to-day were members of the
Western Shoe Manufacturers’ Assoclation. They came from Et. Touis,
Chieago, Milwaukee, and other shoe manufacturing centers of the West.
The first one to speak was Willilam D'Oench, -of 8Bt. Louls, of a leading
ghoe company there. MAr. I)'Oench started out to tell the committee
how the shoe business had suffered because 30 duty had been lowered
on shoes from 20 per cent to 10 and 15 per cént.

The witness recited to the committee the list of articles going into
the manufacture of shoes and the duty on cach.

In this connection Mr. D'Oench pointed out that the English mann-
facturcr of shoes had a great adyantage in ‘that all the articles used in
shoemaking conld be imported free In that country, while here tliere
were (duties imposed on these articles, He cited the case of a certaln
kind of wire, which costs 14 cents In Enfluud and 20 cents here.

It was at this poilnt that the committee Degan to learn something
about the operations of the United Shoe Machinery Co. Mr. D'Oench
was asked why the Ameriean manufacturer dld not Import the wire,
since the English cost plus the duty was far less than the American

cost.

Mr. D'Oench ‘explained that the United Bhoe Machinery Co., which
he sald was a trust, controlled in this matter. The American shoe
manufacturers signed leases on the machlpery of the company and at
the same time had to mse the material furnished by the company. The
company controlled the wvire about which he had been talking.

“The Shoe Machinery Trust owns practically all the shios machinery
in ‘this country,” sald Mr. D'Ocnch.

In answer to.questions, e said it was ‘a Boston concern and was an
American organization,

Senator HExrURN, Senator Saoor, and others asked if It did not
control the patents to the machinery In questlon, and If this control
wns mot the basis of the alleged monopoly.

“ The hasie patents have explred,” sald the witness.

He then explained that the only way the American manufacturer
could get shoe machinery swas to lease It from fhe Shoe Machinery
Trast. swwhich at the same time furnished the wire and other parts.
Mr. D'Oench said as good machines could be got in Burope, but there
was a 45 per cent duty on them.

‘Benator Sraaroxs asked why mot abollsh the duty.

“That would relieve us very much,” sald the witmess.
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Senator BmooT then asked why the American shoe manufacturers did
not buy English machines and [mg the duty.

“ Because the United Shoe Machinery Co. would come into our plants
and tnke every machine out.”

In the course of the hearing it developed that the shoe manufacturers
were tied up to the Shoe Machinery Trost by 17-year contracts, that
the trust had some machines which the manufacturers could not get in
Europe, and that unless the Government smashed the United Shoe
l}hidllg!éwry Co.’s alleged monopoly the manufacturers felt they were
ml\'?r. I;‘)'Clench told of the efforts of Thomas G. Plant, of Boston, to
compete in making shoe machinery with the trust, and how some
months ago the trust bought him out.

Milton 8, Florsheim, of L‘hlcngo, gave other details of the grip the
Shoe Machinery Trust has on the manufacturer here. He said there
wus no murket here for a competing shoe machinery company, because
the manufacturers of shoes here were tied up by 17-year contracts, and
no capltal would go into the business of competing with the shoe ma-
ciiinery company.

Mr. BARNHART, Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it seems that
the United Shoe Machinery Co. is protected by a 45 per cent
tariff wall, and it avails itself of this protection to arbitrarily
fix its own terms as to lease price and conditions to shoe manu-
facturers, who are thereby forced to pay any prices the Shoe
Machinery Trust imposes. Of course the ultimate consumer—
the wearer of the shoes—pays the extravagant profits which
the United Shoe Machinery Trust admits it Is making, and the
gentleman from Massachusetts has been led into error.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. HarpwIick]. [Applause.]

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, in opening the debate in
opposition to the pending bill, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MaxN], the brilliant leader of the minority, after ecriticizing the
language of the free-list bill, undertook to say that up to the
present time the legislative program of the Democratic Party
in this body consisted solely of warmed-over Republican legis-
lation.

The gentleman had reference, of course, to the resolution
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States so as to provide for the election of United States Sena-
tors by the direct vote of the people and to the bill providing
that there should be publicity of campaign contributions and
expenditures before as well as after the election. When the
gentleman took the position that the Democratic Party, in pre-
senting these measures, was merely tracking Republican foot-
steps, he disregarded the record and the facts.

The Democratic national platform of 1904 and 1908 contained
a clear-cut demand for an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States so as to provide for the eleetion by the peo-
ple of United States Senators, and I have yet to read in any
Republican platform of either of the years I have specified, or
in any other year, where that party has taken such a position.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. HARDWICK. Certainly.

Mr. MADDEN. Is it not a fact, however, that the Repub-
licans did through the Congress pass such resolutions or bills
prior to the coming in of the Democratic Party at this time?

Mr. HARDWICK. It is not a fact. On three separate oc-
casions in recent years Joint resolutions to so amend the Con-
stitution of the United States have passed a Republican
House—

Mr. MADDEN. I mean the House.

Mr. HARDWICK. And every time they met an untimely
death at the hands of a Republican Senate. [Applause on the
Democeratic side.]

Mr. MADDIEN,. The gentleman will not deny they were in-
troduced in the House by Republicans and passed by IRepub-
lieans.

Mr. HARDWICK. And by Democrats as well; but the Re-
publicans, it must be remembered, Mr. Chairman, not only con-
trolled the IHouse, but the Senate, and what they gave the
people with one hand they took from them with the other.
Moreover, Mr, Chairman, in his opening speech the gentleman
from Iilinois [Mr, MAxN] contended that In presenting the
Rucker bill to amend the law relative to publicity of election
contributions and expenditures so as to require publicity be-
fore as well as after the election we were simply tracking Re-
publican legislation. The fact is precisely otherwise. In the
Democratic platform of 1008 there was a plain, clean-cut de-
mand for this publicity legislation. The demand was specific
that the legislation should include publicity before as well as
after the clection. I have yet to read in the Republican plat-
form of 1908 or in that of any other year where that party
indorsed this legislation in any form.

Mr. MADDEN. What difference does it make about the de-
mand if the fact obtained?

Mr. HARDWICK. None, if the fact did obtain. Let me
tell the House what the facts were in reference to this legis-

lation, and then our good friend from Illinois [Mr. MApbEN]
will understand how unmerited is the criticismn that his bril-
liant colleague, the leader of the minority, has ventured to
make on this floor in reference to the subject. In the last
Congress we did pass through a Republican House what was
generally known as the MeCall eampaign publicity bill, and I
Lappen to know that that bill was literally forced out of an
unwilling Republican committee and through a reluctant Re-
publican House on account of the political exigencies of the
hour and because of the attitude of a Republican President. I
know something of these facts, because I served for years on
the committee that perfected and reported this measure. The
bill, as the House committee reported it, provided for publicity
in respeet to these campaign contributions and expenditures
before election as well as after, and it passed the House in
that form, and when it went to a Republican Senate, that
body, in the exercise of that infalible wisdom for which it is
noted, saw fit to provide that the publicity should be had
after the election was all over

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota rose. ;

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman will pardon me for a mo-
ment—and saw fit to provide that the stable should be locked
after the horse was stolen, to use a homely but forceful phrase,
and in eonference this House was forced to accept the Senate’s
position, and did accept it on the theory that half a loaf is
better than none; and that the bill, as amended by a Republican
Senate, was at least a step, although a very short one, in the
right direction. Yet the brilliant gentleman from Illinois, the
able leader of the minority, has ventured to state that in pre-
senting this measure in the exact form in which it is demanded
by the Democratic national platform, and in a very different
form from what a Republican Senate forced us to accept in the
last Congress, that we are simply presenting warmed-over Ite-
publican legislation. God save the mark! I now yield to the
gentleman from South Dakota.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Is not the eriticism of the
gentleman upon another body rather than upon this Ilouse,
and in that connection I would like to remind the gentleman
that when the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Krrcuix]
opened the debate on the Canadian reciprocity bill, I think in
the first paragraph of his speech—and it can be verified if the
gpeech is ever revised and published; I think it has not been
published yet—he stated, and got glory out of the faect, as he
said, that n Democratic House had done more in the few short
weeks of the session than the Republicans had done in 10
years, while I find, upon looking up the record

Mr. HARDWICK. I would prefer that the gentleman make a
speech in his own time, as I do not wish him to take up too
much of my time—

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota., I wish to say that three
times a Republican House has done the same thing——

Mr. HARDWICK. I have just stated the facts to the House,
both in regard to the election of Senators and to the campaign
publicity law, and if the Republican Party ean get any glory
out of its record in both the House and the Senate on these
questions, it is entirely welcome to do it.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. It never passed a Demo-
eratic House at any time when you had it.

Mr. ADAMSON. We had better Democratic Representatives
in the House than in the Senate——

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen who desire to ask questions
must first address the Chair.

Mr. HARDWICK. No; these propositions were not presented
in Congress during Cleveland's administrations heeause the
abuses which have formed publie sentiment on these questions
bad not then occurred. So much for that.

Mr. HARDY. If the gentleman will permif, T just want to
suggest to the gentleman that he has omitted the important fact
that after this Congress adjourned and the campaign was in
progress the Democratic executive committee did put that into
operation and published the contributions before election, while
the leaders of the Republican Party absolutely refused to com-
ply with that suggestion. :

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman may, of course, be right
about that. I do not reeall. The question I am discussing is
the political record of the two parties in both Houses of Con-
gress In reference to this legislation.

Now, Mr. Chairman, after an unwarranted criticism of the
Demoeratic performance in this House, which ecriticism 1 have
already alluded to, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mayx]
then launched into an extremely technical and hypercritical
analysis of the language of the pending bill. I venture the
statement that any one of the revenue laws passed by elther
party during any Congress can be taken as a basis, and criti-
cisms equally as superrefined, equally as technical, and equally
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as worthless as those made by the. gentleman from THinois
[Mr. Max~] can be made of its language. The gentleman comn-
plains that the language of this bill is too broad. Mr. Chair-
man, this bill gives to American consumers, and to the toiling
masses whose backs have been burdened for many weary years,
some relief—relief to which they are most justly entitled, ac-
cording to my opinion. If it should happen that decisions in
the Treasury Department, or in the courts, should broaden the
langnage even beyond our constroction, then the first and most
important result will be that the benefits of this measure will
be increased and the burdens of those who toil still further
lightened.

Mr. Chairman, in the carly days of the Republic no statesman
ever dared to assert, and mo political party to contend, that
taxation, either direct or indirect, was a blessing in disguise,
and that the more you taxed a people the happier they were and
the more prosperous they became. It has remained for latter-
day, for Rdepublican, statesmanship to advance that very ve-
markable contention. In the early days protection was justified
and defended on two grounds: Wirst, it was contended thnt it
was necessary to build up and diversify our infant industries:
and, second, it was contended that when foreign competition
was shut out, either in whole or in part, by a tariff wall, domes-
tic production wouldl be stimulated and that inereased competi-
tion between more numerous producers would keep down prices
to the consumer.

In order that we may keep our history straight, and in order
that the House and the country may understand how accurate
is the statement I have made of the case for protection, I wish
to now cite a few authorities on these two points. Before I do
50 let me digress for just a moment while I commend to my
Republican brethren Alexander Hamilton’s contention about
wletlier the consumer or the importer paid the duty, made at
the time when Mr. Hamilton was strongly contending that in
most eases the consumer paid the tariff, and therefore the tariff
duties ought to go into the Common Treasury, and not into the
trensury of the importing States. In No. 35 of the Federalist,
Mr. Hamilton said:

Hupposoe, ns las been contonded for, the Federal powe
were to be coniined to duties on imports, it is ermen? ttm§ ﬁfe t&f:%fzitolﬁ
ment, for want of being able to commnnd other resources, would fro-
quently be tempted to extend these dutles to an injurions extent.

There are persons who imagine they can never be carried to too grent
n length, since the higher they are the more, it is nlleged, they will
tend to discourage an extravagant consumption, to produce n favarable
baleuce- of trade, and to promote domestic manufactures. But all ex-
tremoes are pernicious in various ways. Exorbltant dutles on Imports
would beget n {;cmm.l gpirlt of smuggling, which is always prejudieial
to the falr trade and eventually to the revenue tariff itself; they tend
to render other classes of the community tributary in
degree to the manufacturing, to whom they give a prematurn monopoly
of the markets; they sometimes foree industry out of its more natural
channels into others, in which it flows with less advantage: and, in the
last place, they oppress the merchant, who is often obliged ‘to pay
then himself, without any contribution from the consumer.

When n demand is equal to the quantlty of goods at market, the con-
sumer generally pays the duty. but when the markets happen to be over-
stocked a great proportion falls upon the merchant, am{) sometimes not
only exhausts his profits, but breaks in upon his capital. I am apt to
~think that a division of the duty between the seller and the buyer more
often happens than is commonly imagined. It is not always possible to
raise the price of a commondity in exact proportion to every additional
fmposition laid upon it. The merchant, especially in a conntry of small
commercial capltal, 1s often under a necessity of keeping prices down
In order to secure a more cxpeditious sale.

The maxim that the consumer is the payer is so much oftener true
than the reverse of the proposition: that it Is far more equitable that
the dutles on imports should go into a common stock than that they
ghould redound to the exclusive bepefit of the importing Statea

This is alinost precisely the Demoeratic contention of to-day,
and yet it was Alexander Hamilton’s admission when he was
giving his rensons why this revenue from tariff' should be given
to the Federal Government and not to the States.

To illustrate the statement I hiave made of the case for pro-
tection, I now call your attention to certain statements made by
Alexander Humilton, Henry Clay, James G. Blaine, John Sher-
man, and Andrew Carnegie. I first read from Mr. Hamilton’s
famous report on manufactures, made to the Congress of the
United States December 5, 1791 :

This is another and an eflicacious means of encouragin ti
manufactures; but, In general, it Is only fit to be cmpl% 1.51 l:ghc?:nur{
manufacture has made such progress and 18 In so many hands ns to
insure a due competition and an adenquato supply on redsonable terms.
Of dutics cquivalent to prohibitions there are examples in the laws of
the Unlted States, and there are other cases to which the principle may
be ndvantageously extended, Lut tdey are not numerons.

Again, he says on the subject of domestic competition in: this
same report:

But, though it were true that the immedlate and eertain effoct of
regulations controlling the competition of forelgn with domestle fabrics
was an increase of price, it is universally trne that the contrary is the
ultimate cffoct with every successful manufacture. When a domestic
manufacture las attained to perfection and has engaged in the prosccu-
tion of it o competent number of persons, it invaria J{J becomes chieaper.
Belng free from the lieavy charges which attend the importation of

an: Improper

foreign commoditles, it can be afforded, and accordingly seldom never
fails, to be sold cheaper in process of time than was the forcign articles
for which it is o substitute. The internal competition which takes &ﬂuce
soon does away with everything like monogoiy and by degrees reduces
the price of the artlcle to the minimum of a reasonable profit on the
capital employed: 'This ac¢cords with the reason of the thing and with
experience.

Let me next invite your attention to the arguments advanced
in support of the profection system by one of its most distin-
guished and most brilllant advoeates. In an claborate and able
exposition of what he was pleased to term the *“ American
system,” Henry Clay, of Kentucky, in the Senate of the United
States, in February, 1832, said:

This brings me to consider what I apprehend to have been the most
efficient of all the causes in the reduction of the prices of manufactured
articles, and that is competition. Dy competition the total amount of
the supply §s Inercased and bf inerease of the snpply a competition in
the sale cnsues, and this cnables the consumer to buy at lower rates.
Of nll human powers operating on the nffairs of mankind, none is

reator than that of competition, It Is action and reaction. It operates
between individagsls in the seme nation and between different nations.
It resembles the meeting of the mountain torrent, grooving, by its pre-
cipltous motion, i3 own channel, and ocean's tide. nopposed it sweeps
cverything before it. but, counterpoised, the waters become calm, gafe,
and regular. It is like the segments of o circle or an arch; taken sep-
ariately eaeh s pothing, but in thelr combination they produce eflicacy,
symmetry, and perfection. Dy the American system thls vast power
has been excited in America and brought into belng to net in coopera-
tion or colllzgion with European Industry. Iurope acts within itsell and
with Ameriea, nand America acts within itself and with Burope. Tha
consequence is the reduction of prices in both hemispheres.

Hear Mr. Clay again, in the Senate, speaking on the same
subject:

Competltion, therefore; wherever existing, whether at home or abroad,
Is the present cause of cheapness.. If a high duty excites production
at home and the quantity of the domestle article exceeds the amount
which had been previously imported, the price will fall.

Mr. Blaine, in his Twenty Years of Congress, says:

Protection in theo Egrmctiun of its design does not Invite comkmtlt!on
from abroad, but is based on the contrary principle that competition at
home will always prevent monopoly on the part of the capita
good wages to
extortion.

In 1880 Joln Sherman said:

Tlie primary object of a protective tariff is to secure the fullest com-
petition by individuals and corporations In domestic production. If
soch individunals or corporationa combine to advance the price of the
domestic Pruﬂunt and to prevent the frec result of open and fair com-
etition, would, without a moment's hesltation, uce the duoties of
'artaiign goods competing with them in order to break down the combi-
nation.

Mr. Andrew Carnegie is quoted in the American Manufac-
turer, of Pittsburg, under date of July 25, 1884, as saying:

We are the creatures of the tariff, and if ever the steel manufac-
turers: here: attempt to control or have any general understanding
among them, the tariff would not exist one sesslon of Congress. The
theory of protection Is that Lome competition will soon reduce the price
of the product go it will yield only the usual profit; any understanding
among us would simply attempt to defeat this. There never has been
nor ever will be such an understanding.

Lower prices, which Mr, Hamilton claimed would result from
a protective-tariif system, may have accorded in: the “ reason
of things” as things appeared to him; it may have accorded
with -expericnce up to 1791, though I doubt it, but no living
man, be he Democrat or Republican, can truthfully and can-
didly say that it sceords with elther the reason of things or
with experience up to and including 1911. Is the reduction of
prices which Hamilton and Clay, Blaine and Sherman pre-
dicted the shibboleth on which the American people commenced
the work in 1910 of driving the Republican Party from power
by glving to us contrel of this IHouse? Has Mr. Carnegic's
confident prediction that “there never has been nor ever will
be such an understanding® among the manufacturera: been
borne out by subsequent results, even in the steel industry?
How many, or how few, yeurs elapsed before we filnd this
same king of the steel industry selling out to a trust for eash
and bonds and retiring from active industrial life in America
to become the “ Laird of Skibo™ in a foreign land?

Let me next invite your careful consideration of the all-im-
portant question as to whether or not the experience of this
country has demonsirated the truth or falsity of the contention
of the protectionists that a high tariff, by stimulating domestlc
production, increases domestic competition and thereby ulti-
mately reduces the price of the protected: artiele to the con-
sumer. Before I do so, however, permit me to call your atten-
tion to a brief summary of the tariff history of this country.

It is true that even from the beginning of our Government
tariff duties that were more or less protective were levied and
collected, and yet it is also true that the amount of protection
afforded thereby was usually relatively insignificant up to the
time of our Civil War. The actual rate of duty collected under
our first tariff law averaged only about 7% per cent. This was
under the law of 1760, and even up to the year 180S the average
of duties collected upon imports did not exceed 13 per cent.
The embargo act of 1808 and the War of 1812 resulted in the

t, assure
he Jaboring man, and defend the consumers against evil



912

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

May 3,

rapid growth of American manufactures, and the necessity of
protecting them to some extent, when they were real infants,
from a foreign competition was strongly urged, and at the close
of the War of 15812 seems to have appealed to statesmen of all
parties and all sections, but even the tariff of 1812, which was
considered a remarkably high tariff, levied only an average duty
of about 20 per cent. Under the tariff of 1824 the duties aver-
aged from 25 per cent to 33 per cent. The one exception of the
general rule in the early days of the Republie was the tariff of
1828, generally known throughout the country as the tariff of
abominations, which imposed duties averaging 48.88 per cent,
and which was finally superseded by the tariff of 1832, which
practically restored the rate of duty carried in the tariff Inws
of 1824. The compromise tariff of 1833 provided that all duties
in which the tariff exceeded 20 per cent were to have one-tenth
of such excess taken off on June 1, 1834, one-tenth more on
January 1, 1838, and another tenth on January 1, 1840. It
further provided that on January 1, 1842, one half of the re-
mainder of such excess was to be removed and on July 1, 1842,
the other half of the remainder of such excess was to be re-
moved, so that on July 1, 1842, the average ad valorem tariff
rate would be 20 per cent.

The Whig tariff law of 1832 carried an average ad valorem
duty of 32 per cent, and the Democratic tariff law of 1846,
commonly known as the Walker tariff law, carried an average
tariff duty of 25 per cent, which was still further reduced by
the act of 1857 to an average of about 18 per cent., The Morrill
tariff law of 1862 increased the duties to an average of 37.2 per
cent, and the war tariff of 1864 raised this average to 47.6 per
cent. Between this period and the enactment of the McKinley
law in 1800 there were many changes in regard to various
schedules and subjects, and usually these were in the direction
of more protection to the manufacturer. The MeKinley law of
1890 still further raised the duties until the average was more
than 50 per cent, where they remained until the Wilson bill
of July 1, 1807, reduced them to about 42 per cent. Under the
Dingley law of 1807 the duties were again increased to an
average of 44.6 per cent, and under the Payne law of 1909 they
were still further increased to an average of 45.72 per cent, if
we may accept the figures at that time made by Mr. Evans, the
accurate and painstaking clerk of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the Sixty-first Congress.

So that it appears from the foregoing statement that our
manufacturers and producers have had most liberal “protec-
tion,” almost without a break and certainly without a serious
check, in the upward march in the rate of duties since the period
of our Civil War. It now becomes pertinent to revert to the in-
quiry I have just suggested, to wit: What has been the effect
upon prices? Ias competition kept them down, or has combina-
tion among our protected manufacturers and producers throttled
competition and elevated prices?

In the year 1902 one of the most distinguished gentlemen who
ever served in this House, a staunch Republican and a loyal pro-
tectionist, Mr. Littlefield, of Maine, put into the CONGRESSIONAL
Rrecorp a list of 793 trusts, with a total capitalization of over
$14,000,000,000. Of the trusts “discovéred” by Congressman
Littlefield, 435, representing over nine billions of capital, were
classed as industrial combinations.

Census Bulletin No. 22, issued by the Bureau of the Census,
Department of Commerce and Labor, in 1900, gave a list of 183
“industrial combinations,” with a total authorized ecapital of
$3,607,630,200. Of these 183 trusts, T were formed in the year
1807, 20 in 1898, 70 in 1899, and 13 In 1200 prior to June 30 of
that year. Nearly two-thirds of these trusts were therefore
formed in the three years immediately following the passage of
the Dingley tariff law.

In his interesting book ealled The Truth About the Trusts,

published in March, 1904, Mr. John Moody gives a list of 318
important, active, industrial trusts, with a capitalization of
7,246,342,583. Of theseé 818 trusts, 236 were capitalized at
about $6,000,000,000, and were incorporated subsequent to Jan-
uary 1, 1898. So that it would appear that trust combination
received its first splendid impetus through the Dingley tariff
law.

Let me give you another list of just a few of the larger trusts,
taken from the splendid work of Mr. Franklin Plerce, of the
New York bar, The Tariff and the Trusts, published in 1907 ;

The Meat Trust, a combination of the National Packing Co., Armour
& Co., Swift & Co., John P. Bquire & Co., SBchwarzschlld & Bulzberger
Co., Bt. Louls Dressed Deef & 'rovision Co., Northern Packing & I'ro.
wvision Co., Libby, MeNeill & Libby, protected by 2 cents a pound on beef
and pork and G cents a pound on bacon and ham, practically controlling
the whole market and fixlng the price on the domestic product at a
price equal to that of 1860, when butchers slaughtered animals by hand
and avalled themselves In mo way of the by-products, This trust Is
also protected on most of Its hy-products,

The Standard Oil Co., contro llug 20 different companles, with an
authorized capitalization of $102,000,000, protected on many of its by-

Sroducts by heavy dutles and by rebates on Its imported tin cans of
9 per cent of the duty.

The American Linseed Co., combining 47 different companies, with
an authorized capital stock of $50,000,000, representing 85 per cent of
the linseed-oll produetion of the Unlted Btates, diepd under the domina-
tion of the Standard OIl Co.

The National Lead Co., with an authorized capital stock of §30,-
003,%(}?.6:0mprising 20 plants, and under the domination of the Slami-
ar 0.

The United TLead Co., combining 19 diferent companies, and also
under the domination of the Standard 01l Co.

The Amerlcan Sugar Refining Co., controlling 05 diferent companies
representing 70 to D0 per cent of the product, with a total capital Issue
of the parent and aifliliated companies of $145,000,000.

The International Harvester Co., controlling G plants, with an au-
[thgr[m] cipitalization of $120,000,000, coutroT!Ing 70 per cent of the
ndustry.

The lr;'\rnm.-lcan Brass Co.. with an authorized capltalization of
$20,000,000, and controlling 9 plants.

The American Thread Co., with an authorized ecapitalization of
£12,000,000, owning or controlling 13 different plants, controlling 50 per
cent of the industry.

The Casein Co. of America, known as the Milk Sugar Trust, with a
total capital issued of $6,402,000, owning 5 different plants and con-
trolling 70 per cent of the industr;.

The Chicago IPneumatic Tool Co., with a ecapltalization of about
£8,000,000, owning 7 plants and contrelling 80 per cent of the in-

dustry.

'rn'g Central Foundry Co., known as the Soll-Plpe Trust, with a eapi-
t:élhilntlfnd ort$14,000,000, owniong 13 plants and controlling 80 per cent
of the industry.

The Diamond Match Co., with an anthorized eapltal stock of $15,-
000,000, owning 18 plants and controlling 85 per cent of the Indnstry.

The International Steam Pamp Co,, known as the Steam Pump ‘U'rust,
with an authorized ecapital of $25,000,000, owning 8 plants and con-
trolling 80 per cent of the produet.

The General Chemlical Co,, with an authorized capital of $25,000,000,
controlling T0 per cent of the trade and 24 chemical plants,

The American YWoolen Co., with a capital of $25,000,000 preferred
stock and $40,000,000 common stock, having about 80 plants and con-
trolling upward of 60 per cent of the sales.

The Cnrl)lfurnia Frult Canners' Association, with a capital stock of
about $£3,600,000, Including 18 different fruit companies and controlling
65 per cent of the trade.

he Glucose Trust, controlling § companies, with 20 plants, including
the Natlonal Starch Co. and the Illinals Sugar Refining Co., having an
authorized capital stock of $30,000,000 preferred and £50.000,000 com-
mon stock and controlling a large part of the sales in the United States,

The Candy Trust, with a capltal stock of 50,000,000, including 16
different plants and controlling over 55 per cent of the sales of candy.

The National Enameling & Stamping Co., having a ecapltal stock of
£30,000,000 and controlling 13 plants and &0 per cent of the industry.

The Glassware Trust, with an auothorized capltal stock of about
£56,600,000, having 10 plants and controlling about 70 per cent of the
sales of glassware. i

The Rubber Goods Manufacturing Co., having a capltal stock of
£00,000,000 and 17 plants, and controlling about G0 per cent of the

sales,

The TUnited Button Co., having a capltal stock of $3,000,000 and con-
trolling 3 plants.

The Follan Weber I'iano & Tianola Co., having a capital stock of
$10,000,000 and owning 12 plants.

The Allis-Chalmers Co., known as the Machinery Trust, having a
capital stock of about $36,250,000, controlling 4 Iarge plants and G50
per cent of the trade. s

The American Agricultural Chemical Co., "known as the Fertilizer
Trust, helng clogely allied with the American Tin Plate Co., and having
a capital of $88,000,000 and 123 plants, and controlling about 756 per
cent of the trade,

The American Cement Co., known as the Cement Trost, having a cap-
ital of about $2,000,000 and controlling 6 plants,

The American Cotton O1l Co.. known as the Cotton Ol Trust, having
n capital stock of about $433.000,000 and 30 plunts, and controlling
nbnu[j G5 per cent of the Industry.

The Ameriean Felt (fo., known ns the Felt Trnsat, having a capltal of
about $4,000,000 and & piants, and controlling about GO per cent of the
indnstry.

The American Glue Co., having a ca[}itnl stock of about §3,000,000
and 9 plants, and controlling 55 per cent of the industry.

The Amerlican Hide & Leather Co., baving a eapital stock of about
3(;.2,0?0.000 and 22 plants, and controlling about GO0 per cent of the
ndostry,

The American Radiator Co., having an authorized capital stock of
ilbe]rutt $10,000,000 and 12 plants,, and controlling 80 per cent of the
ndustry.

The American Seeding Machine Co., known as the Seeding Machine
Trust, having an authorized capital of $15,000,000 and 6 plants, and
controlling 90 per eont of the trade.

The American Sewer Plpe Co.,, having an authorlzed eapital of
$8,000,000 and controlling from 40 to 50 per cent of the industry.

In the elaborate report presented by Senator Lonek, of Massa-
chusetts, to the Senate on June 23, 1910, in behalf of the Select
Committee of the Senate on Wages and Prices of Commodities,
under the subhend * Combinations and assoclations,” it is ad-
mitted by the majority members of the Senate committee that
the country is teeming with trusts and industrial combinations,
and that every line of business and industry is honeycombed
with them.

Without multiplying words or extending the investigation
further on this particular point, I think we can safely conclude
what everyone with any common sense or with any experience
or cohservation knows, and everyone with any candor or sin-
cerity concedes, that the domestic competition that was prom-
ijsed us years ago by advocates of the protective system has
utterly broken down and failed, and that in its stead we have
enthroned industrial and trust combinations of spectacular size,
without precedent or parallel in the history of our own or any
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other country. Competition has died an untimely death at the
hands of combination and monopoly extorts from the consuming
publie the utmost farthing that can be wrung from necessity.

Let me observe here thit, in the face of well-established facts,
apologists for the protective system often assert that free-trade
England is as badly infested with trusts as protected America.
On this subjeet, I desire to quote briefly from the very inter-
esting address of Mr. Byron W. Holt, of New York, made in the
year 1007 at Chieago, Ill., at the conference on trusts and com-
binations:

The Industrinl Commisslon, a Republican ‘Pnrtisan protectionist body
of the most pronounced type, sent Prof. J. W. Jenks to Eunrope to
find as many trusts there as possible. He found 35 so-called trusts in
Fngland, with a total capital of $460,000,000, or less than one-third
that of our pet Steel Trust: He guoted tables from Liefman's book,
showing that there had been 845 trusts in Germany, and that from 230
to 200 were In existence there in 1807. He stated that ' In England
the movement foward combination has not gone so far as in either
Anstrin or Germany "—both highly protected countrles. He stated
that the English trists have but little water in the capitalization as
compared with Amerlcan trusts; that the English trusts bave had little
or no effect in advanclng prices; and that the (then) recent slight ad-
vance Iin prices was * due in good part to the increase in the prices of
the raw materials.” In Germany he found that many of the trusts,
taking advantege of the hlgh-tarif duties, had advanced prices very
much. This was particnlarly true of the Iron and Steel Truosts and of
the Sugar Trust, or cartel, hoth of which pattern after our much larger
trusts and scll goods for export much below the home prices.

Other writers find even fower trusts in England than did Prof. Jenks.
Mr. Wilhelm Berdrow, a German economist, says in the May, 1890,
Forum :

“As far as Fngland is concerned, it must be admitted that the trust
gystem hns as yet found but tardy acceptance in that country. This
iz douhtless doe in some degree to the thorough appreciation of the
principle of free trade, for it Is well known that the largest trusts
are powerless unless their interests are secured by a proteetive tariff
excluding from the whole market the product of forelgn countries.”

Mr. Thomas Scanlon, of Liverpool, writing of trusts in England, said:

“It can not be said that we suffer In any appreciable degree from
combinations of producers to keep up prices.'

These and other authorities virtually agree that, Instead of the
price-ralsing, Congress-controlling, law-defying, bulldozing. and all-
powerful tariff monsters with which we are familiar in this country,
the so-called trusts of England are really only harmless syndicates,
with little or no control over prices. They exist not because they have
any monopoi{. but because production can be carried on more economi-
ecally on a large than a small seale, 1f they attempt to control

rices, ns did the recently formed Soap Trust, they commit what, In
I;]nglund. is regarded as the unpardonable gin, The EonF Trust endured
but a few short weecks. A really free people would not stand, for one
month, the robbery of any one of our secores of plundering toriff trusts.

The testimony is overwhelming that trusts do not flourish in free-
trade England as they do in protected Amerlea, Germany, and the
United States. Nowhere, outside of the Republican Campaign DBook
and of the organs of protection, published by organizations supported
by the protected interests, is it even pretended that England has trusts
comparable to those in this country. These organs brazenly disregard
and defy all known facts. Thus the Republican Text Book of 1900

ald :

sas England has no tariff, and trusts exist and flourish In free-trade
Englgnd—trusts more monstrous than any that we know anything
about."

The monstrous trusts. it was sald, ' are solely, thoroughly, and
absolutely the product of the Cobdenite free trade.”

The Ameriean Economist, organ of the I'rotective Tarlff League, on
October 18, 1007, says:

“ Former Gov. Douglas says the only way to save this country from
the trusts 1s to _cut down the tarif. ouglus would have a ferrible
time telling the British people how they were to get out of the clutches
of the trusts, They are in the clutches more than the people of the
United States, and they have no tariff to cut down.”

I hesitate to say that the writers of these statements knew them to
be false and that they deliberately distort and falsify facts and figures
in order to deceive the voters and to prolong our accursed tarlff system,
I prefer to ercdit such misrepresentations to the overzealous efforts of
protection fanatics who honestly believe that foreign trade and com-
merce I8 a curse and who would like to sece each country surrounded
by walls of fire.

That we have the trusts with us, and with us at every turn,
can neither be denied nor doubted. It seems to me equally
undeniable and undoubted that the effect of these combinations
is and has been necessgarily and naturally to raise the prices of
the products they control. In the report of the select committee
of the Senate on Wages and Prices of Commodities, already re-
ferred to, there is this statement, quoted from page 11 of the
majority report:

Wholesale prices fn the United States in 1009, as measured by the
prices of the 257 commodities included In the price Index number of
the Tinited States Bureau of Labor, advanced 3 per cent over 1008
and 14.5 per cent over 1900, The price in 1000, however, was 2.8 per
cent below the high point reached in 1007. Beginning with September
1908, whaolesale prices increased month by month without a break until
March, 1910. In Mareh, 1910, prices were 21.1 ;éer cent higher than
the average for the year 1000 and 18.5 per cent above the price in
March, 1900.

Quoting again from the excellent speech of Mr, Holt in 1907:

Since 1807, and espeelinlly since 1809, the prices of trust products
have been maintained at extremely high polnts. DBecause of execllent
crops, sold at good prices, this couniry has been prosperous since 1807.
Dut the protected trusts have skimmed the cream of our prosperity
and have left only the skimmed milk for workingmen andp farmers.
Money wages have risen, but tardily and slowly, and only about half
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as much as has the cost of llving. The prices of farm products, until
thlsd year, had risen less than had the prices of most manufactured
goods,

The average rvise of prices Is best shown by Dun's index numbers.
These Include the prices of 850 commodities and give a weight In
accordance with its importance in consumption. n July 1, 1807,
Dun's index number was 72,4556: on Mareh 1, 1907, It was 100,913,
ghowing an advance in average prices since 1897 of 51.7 per cent. Dy
April 1, 1907, there had been a decline of about 2 per cent. For some
reason Dun’s ficures, which until then had been published regulaﬂﬁ
for 80 years, have not been published since April. It will be recalle
that, because of the cold spring the prices of cotton, wheat, corn, oats,
ete,, rose rapldly durlog April. Tossibly there was some connection
Letween these two facts. Possibly the publication of these cost-of-living
flgures was * accelerating public sentiment in the wrong directlon—
for the trusts. It is worth noting that one year previously the Depart-
ment of Commerce and Labor at Washington suddenly ceased to pub-
lish Dun’s telltale ﬂgur‘eﬁ in its monthly reports. There was consider-
able of a * spread’ between Dun's and the Government's flgzures of

rices, and the spread was %rowlng rapidly. These coincidences may

ave had nothing to do with the stoppage of the most sclentifically

constructed cort-of-living figures ever published. Regardless of eco-
nomic or political consequences, we earnestly hope that Dun's Review
will goon continue to give to the world the beneflt of its price tables.

Dradstreet's less scientifically construeted figures show an inerense
in wholesale prices of 50 per cent from July 1, 1808, to March 1, 1907.
The figzures of the Labor Bureau at Washington show that wholesala
prices averaged 40.0 per cent higher in 10006 than in 1807. They show
that retall prices of food averaged 15.7 per cent higher in 1906 than for
the 10 years from 1800 to 1800D. These Government figures are very
unsatisfactory and are evidently made to order. Almost any kind, and
almost all kinds, of retail prices can be obtained, even on different
streots of the same city. They afford excellent opportunity for trick
ju;i: ling. It is failr to nssnme that these opportunities have been
utilized. We know that the statistics of the census, so far as they relato
to wages and manufactures—especially in the protected industries—are
juggled so that they are almost worthless.

1t is reasonably certain that the price level in this ecountry is now
between 50 per cent and G0 per cent higher than it was 10 years ago.
1t is not pretended that all of this advance should be eredited to the
Dingley tariff and its brood of trusts. The Labor Bureau report of last
spring suggested that * internal revenue and tariff acts have in a
marked degree affected prices by helping them to move upward.” Thia
{s undonbtedly true. About how much of the advance should be credited
to the tariff and trusts can be learned from a comparison of our price
fizurces with those of England, where there are no protective duties and
no tariff trosts,

Sauerbeck’s index numbers advanced 35.1 per cent from July, 1806,
to Mareh, 1907—from 50.2 per cent to 80 per cent. The index number
of the London Economist advanced 37.6 per cent from the end of 1897
to March, 1007, Since March last it has declined rapidly and is now
only 30 per cent higher than in 18507. Its figures in 1807 were 1,800,
and on October 1, 1907, 2,457.

It is evident from these figures that during the last 10 years prices
have risen about 55 per cent in this country and 25 per cent in England.

The 356 Ycr cent advance is undoubtedly due to the depreciation of
gold. A similar advance has occurred in all countries. The greater
advance in this country, Cannda, and Japnn ean fairly be credited to
the higher tariffs of these countries and to the protected trusts,

That we now have the highest prices that this country has
known in many years, and the highest prices in the world, is
so well known that it does not seem to me to require much
elaboration. The people of the United States understand it
tolerably well and punished the Republican Party in November,
1910, for its failure to keep faith with them by reducing ithe
tariff and thereby lessening the cost of living.

That the trusts arve hiere and that high prices are with us also
is not merely a coincidence. These facts bear the relation to
each other of cause and effect, On this subject let me quote
briefly from the report of the Seunate committee already re-
ferred to:

The fact that prices of some of the commodities manufactured by the
industrial combinations have not advanced as much as bave commodities
not manufactured by trusts does not prove that industrial combinations
have not held prices at a higher level than was justified.

Industrial combinations In their very nature make for econoimies in
Production by [I}]aclng the control of the business in the hands of a few
ndividuals and thusg reducing general ex;ncnses; they nlso reduce mate-
rially the cost of distribution by enabling products to be distributed
from the nearest producing peint. Indnstrial combinations are also able
to maintain or steady prices. The possibility of industrial combinations
contributing to the advance or maintaining of prices, even though prices
of thelr producis may have rizen less than have other articles, is plainly
shown by witnesscs enﬁugpd in slaughtering cattle, who have testified
before the committee that all the profit they would ask would be the
value of the by-produets, which they are not able to utilize but which
the large packers arc nble to dispose of. The economies of production
are, of course, a result of the llc\-eloirmcnt of the factory system, and
the well-organlzed industrial combinations represent the highest develop-
ment of the factory systom.

Whiie industrial combinations may resnlt in economies of produetion
and distribution, the fact that competition 13 either wholly or partly
romoved leads to abuses, Thus, acecording to witnesses who testified
before the committee, the International Harvester Co. has not only un-
reasonnbly advanced the price of self-binders, but have changed the
method of sale In such a way as to result in mnnf cases in a loss to
farmers. Hefore the organization of the International Harvester Co.
the local dealer sclling the binder sent a mechanic to *“set up” the
machine and to remain a few hours until the machine was runninig
smoothly, and in case reg:llrs werg needed they were supplied immedi-
ately from the stock of the local dealer. Since the organization of the
International Harvester Co. the machine, when purchased by the farmer,
is sent * knocked down " to his mearest railroad station, and the farmer
must set up his machine, and in case repairs are needed the machine is
fdle untll the repairs are forwarded by express from the branch house,
usually located in some large city and not necessarily convenient to the .
grain section.
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It is true that the majority report of the Senate Committee
on iWages and Prices of Commodities advances the remarkable
contention that in some cases the trusts have lowered prices of
the products they control, but it is egually true that in those
cases the majority report fails to mention the fact that the
foreign price has been lowered even below the American price,
and that in Ameriea the trusts have prevented our consumers
from obtaining the reduced prices that ought to have come
from improvements of manufacture and natural causes, such as
greater natural supplies. Wherever prices on trust-made arti-
cles have been lowered liere, they have not been lowered one
moiety of what they would have been lowered if the people of
this country had received the advantages of improvements in
manufacture and of the natural causes that seem to operate
everywhere else on earth except in trust-ridden Amerien.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Iiveryone knows that in this country there is hardly a branch
of llnman activity, hardly a line of business or industry that is
not either directly or indirectly controlled by these trusts and
combinations. Our children are rocked in trust-made cradles,
our dead are buried in trust-made coflfing, and if there is an
article of necessity that the American citizen must use, or a
luxury that he wishes to use, that is not in some way or the
othier, directly or indirectly, controlled by these interests, T have
yet to discover it. . [Applause on the Democratie side.]

What are we to do about it? Is the Congress of the United
States impotent? Have vested wrongs grown so hoary with
age that they have become vested rights? Are the people to
continue to have profits guaranteed by law because they happen
to be engaged in one branch of industry rather than another?
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Thwenty-one years ago Senator John Sherman, of Ohio, sug-
gested one remedy. However much we may disagree with either
the economic fheories or politieal principles of the great Ohio
Senator, yet we all must agree that he was an able statesman
and a great man, and that his remedy is entitled to receive not
only careful consideration but fair trinl. The remedy he pro-
posed wwas to revamp, with only slight modifications, the com-
mon law against forestalling, regrading, and engrossing. The
principle is as old as the Anglo-Saxon law, indeed, as human
civilization itself. Tt is based on an Inherent opposition to
monopoly. I refer, of conrse, to the celebrated Sherman anti-
trust law of July 2, 1890, by which combinations in the restraint
of trade or commerce in the several Btates by way of trust or
otherwise are declared to be illegal. Are we to rely on that
law as a complete panacea for all our evils? I think not I
think if we were to adopt that policy and rely wholly upon it,
we would be guilty of equal stupidity as a man would be if his
blood was impure and therefore his body was afllicted with
sores, and le should go to a doctor and have the sores cut out,
instead of going to a dector for treatment of the impurity in
his blood that caused the sores. I believe that to put the trust
magnates in jall, that to enforce the law against the criminals
who violate the antitrust law will do a great deal of good, but
that can mever be a complete remedy, no matter how vigilant,
how industrious and impartial is fhe prosecution; as long as the
system that creates these criminals continues in existence, trusts
and combinations will be bred by it more rapidly than they can
be broken up by eriminal prosecutions,

What, then, is the real remedy? I fear that I can not in the
course of this speech undertake to amplify it as fully as I
would like, but I venture to express the hope that I can at
least snggest it. The remedy must come from the complete
readjustment of our entire economic system. I mean particu-
larly that systam so far as same is related to or is based
upon the fariff Iaws of the country. I understand, and I make
this statement with that reluctance that a man naturally feels
in admitting conditions that require him to submit even tempo-
rarily to wrong and injustice, wo can not do this at once or sud-
denly. If our whole tariff system was changed in the twinkling
of nn eye it might and would probably throw ihis country into
a terrible business panic from which we would only recover
with great difficulty and after great suffering. But it is my de-
Hberate and matore judgment that we ought to come as rapidly
as possible to another aud to o fundamentally different view of
tariff taxation. Our industries are no longer infants. They
are conquering the marlkets of the world and are competing with
the industries of other nations all over the earth without tariff
aid. Bitter experience has demonstrated to the American peo-
ple that existence of a high tarlil law that severely restriets
foreign importations affords an irresistible temptation for the
formation of combinations and monopolies that increase the
prices of the products they control and raise the cost of living.
The true American system of the twentieth century must and
will eventually be, so far as this question is concerned, an im-

position of import duties on articles of strict luxury and on
noncompetitive articles alone. A great Iinglish statesman, ud-
dressing a great English constituency, said S0 years ago that he
would never vote for any law that, under the guise of taxation,
enabled one ¥nglishman to charge another Tnglishman a penny
more for any article made in Tngland than he could have
charged, but for the existence of a tax law. Are we less patri-
otic than this foreign statesman was, or do we love our own
people less than he did his? Are we less prepared to do them
justice? Yet no man ecan dispute the proposition that so long
as we continue to lay duties on competitive products, we not
only burden our people with the payment of three hundred
millions of revenue that is actually received and actually goes
into the Public Treasury, but also we put upon them a far
greater burden that comes from the enhancement of prices on
articles of domestic muanufacture or production that are so
protected from foreign competition. MThe most careful econo-
mists who have considered this question estimate that this in-
direct burden is fully five times as great as the revenue the
Government collects from the duties imposed. In other svords,
besides the $300,000,000 that finds its way ench year into the
Treasury in the shape of these duties, fully fifteen hundred
millions per year 13 extracted from the pockets of fhe American
consumer in the enhanced price that he must pay for articles
of domestic manufacture or production over and above what he
would have to pay but for the protective duties.

To my mind, this is the greatest injustice that can be done
ithe people under the guise and form of law, and to such a sys-
tem T am unalterably and irrevoeably opposed. It may be con-
tended, however, that we could not raise sufficient revenue from
the tariff to run the Government under this system. In answer
to that objection I wish to say that 30 States of the Amerlean
Union have already ratified the income-tax amendment to our
Constitution, and the affirmative voice of but five others is
needed to make it o part of our organic law, and I firmly be-
lHeve and confidently predict that before many months longer
that smendment will be ratified. [Applause on the Democratic
gide.]

Irom a properly adjusted income tax we can readily secure
one hundred milHon a year, and even more if necessary, and In
levying such a tax we will not only carry out Demeocratic prin-
clples, but will subserve the wisest pollcy of statesmauship by
placing at least a portion of the burdens of Goyermment upon
the backs of those who are best able to bear them, and who
recelve a large portion of its benefits.

From a duty on luxuries or on articles that are either en-
tirely moncompetitive, or practically so, we could easily raise
the remainder of the revenue necessary to administer econom-
jenlly and effectually the Federal Government.

Let me call your attention to the following table of articles
entirely or largely noncompetitive, the figures therein being
from the Statistical Abstract of the United States for the year
1900

Value.
Art works, not produced by Amerlenns $3, 200, 000
Indigo : 1 m‘;u, 0an
Gum arable A0, 000
érudu camphor. Gy, D00
Copa 2, 300,000
ftrires 3 900, 000
Shollac 3 0, 00
Other guing 1: 400, 00O
Crude iodine 241, 000
Licorice root SO L T, 000
TPotash i 65 .‘;{_:II, 0go
ninia 200, (01
%ltmle soda 12,6010, 000
Sulphur, -erude 10O, OB
Vanilln_beans —== 1,700, 000
Vegetable wax_ 1, 0080, 000D
Other waxes 7,000, 000
Cocoa, erode —= 14, 000, D00
SOl B0; o
ork, Woi y s
g[:‘:mnmlﬂ. uncnt e L T llm‘:. H::g
Jmery ore 200,
Teriilizers G, 00N, 000
Istle fiber TOHy, 000
Jute ; ;, {L;f}lg, (313]4]
Manilin » 000, 000
Xii‘otier e 13 000: 000
other T. , 000
Lobsters and shrimps 1: 500, 000
Bannnas 11, 000, 000
Coconuts 1,290, 000
Cream nuts 400, 000
g:lr:tn 2 tr]{(,lg' gg?!
¥
Indin rubbor ____ = 61, 000, 000
%ndin robber, scrap = ‘J;, ggg, ggg
yory - e =
TR " i ono
T8 s : =1,
el e, 3 oon o0
Coconut oll 4, 000, 000
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- Value.
Nut oll.__ $1, 100, 000
Palm ofl ____ Hyou, 3, 000, 000
T'earl shells ¥ 1, 500, 000
Raw silk = 79, 000, 00O
Nutmegs.. - 200, 000
l'egpcr s = 2, 000, 000
Other splees 2, 000, 000
aw Bugar—__ 00, 000, 000
Barks 2 1, 000, 000
Ten_ == ——= 18, 000, 000-
Tin-= S L S S T R e 26, 000, 000
Mahorany - o oo o T, 2,400, 000
Al gther ealiliet ‘WoodS oo iy i mrvan s o s 1, 400, 000

4 i { | R SR ———— D81, 426,000
The totsl imports, free and dutiable, in 1909 amounted to $1,-

812,000,000 ; the articles dutiable amounted to
ticles free amounted to 8599,500,000. The tariff law of 1909 enlarged
the free list. The noncompetitive articles amounted to $581,426,000;
the revenue produced by the duotiable list In 1909 amounted to
$300,977,438, or an equivalent ad valorem rate of 42 per cent.
Aﬂylying this rate to the noncompetitive list the probable revenune
would be approximately 3245.000,0{)8 ; the revenue in 1010 was ap-
proximately {I:’;ZZS.U(IDJ}I)O.
AB{ﬂylm: the rinci{ﬂc of taxing noncompetitive Imports a deficit of
£80,000,000 would probably follow, which could easily be met by several
other forms of taxation.

I next wish to invite your attention to the statement of the
revenue of Great Britain for 1008:
1. Customs :

$£712,000,000; the ar-

Tobaceco. $68, 600, 000
Tea e 29, 000, 000
Rum_ 12, 000, 000
Brandy___ 5, 900, 000

Other spirits_ , 700,
Wine 5, 800, 000
Currants 6:10, 000
Toffee = 010, 000
Ttaisins 1, 100, 000
Cocoa 1, 400, 000
Sugar 83, 800, 000
Other articles 970, 000

——— $162, 900, 000
2. Excise:
Spirits 84, 500, 000
Beer 65, 600, 000
Licenses 22, 000, 000
Itallways ____ 1, 700, 000
~ Other sources T00, 000
8. Estate duties:

Estate duty_—
Temporary duty. 235,
Probate duty. 240, 000
Logacy duty = 19, 500, 000
Successive duty ; 3, 600, 000
Corporation duty 250, 000

. Btamps, ete.:
Dcrfﬁt

71, 700, 000
35, 000

03, 500, 000
15, 700, 000

Receipts. 8, 600, 000
Bills of exchange S 4, 300, 000
Patent medicines 1, 600, 000
Licenses_- 880, 000
Companies. 2, 500, 000
BONUA cSEn Tt e 2,000, 000
Insuranccs 3, 300, 000
er. 2, 100, 00
39, 500, 000
5. Land tax i 3, 600, 000
6. 'House duty 9, 600, 0N0
7. Property and Income tax 159, 300, 000

647, 200, 000

"~

Total taxes

8. Post oflice 80, 200, 000
9. Telegraph 2,200, 000
10. Crown lands 2, 500, 000
11. Interest on Suez Canal shares 5§, 900, 000
12. Miscellaneous. 11, 000, 000

Total nontax revenue 130, 800, 00O
Total revenue T80, 100, 000

On ten alone Great Britnin receives twenty-nine millions of
revenue; on tobacco, sixty-nine millions; on sugar, nearly thirty-
four millions; on various spirits, nearly thirty millions; on
coffee, about one million. E

Mr. KENDALIL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARDWICK. Yes.

Mr. KENDALL. Is the gentleman from Georgia in favor of
establishing a tariff on tea and coffee for revenue purposes?

Mr. HARDWICEK. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman, of course,
asks me a question that is entitled to a candid answer, and I
will endeavor to give it to him. Yes, I favor it and will vote
for it with pleasure, either now or later, provided you take the
duties entirely off competitive products and adopt the system
of duties on luxuries and noncompetitive products. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. KENDALL. Then, if the gentleman had the power in
the House he would abolish all——

Mr. HARDWICK. Speaking for myself alone, I would say
yes.
Mr. KENDALL. Is that to be the policy of the Democratic
Party?

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman will have to form his own
concluslon about the policy of the Democratic Party.. If the
Democratic Party does right, then, in my judgment, that will be
its ultimate policy on this question. It is the only intelligent
policy of this tariff question, unless you are going to embrace
protection.

Mr, KENDALL. I inquired of the gentleman, because 1 be-
lleve him to be in the confidence of that party.

Mr. HARDWICK. And I hope I am, and yet on this question
I would not undertake to speak for anybody on earth except for
myself and the constituency I represent upon this floor. Of
course I would not support, and I think I was the first man in
this House two years ago to protest against the imposition of a
tax on coffee, so long as we were pursuing the system of raising
our revenues principally from competitive produects. We cin
not and ought not to adopt both policies on this question, be-
cause they are antagonistic to each other and are diametrically
opposite in principle. My own idea is that we ought to raise
a8 much as we can from the income tax, from internal-revenue
duties, and then ought to supplement it, so far as may be neces-
sary, by moderate tariff duties on nonconipetitive produects ex-
clusively, and a still higher revenue tax on articles of strict
luxury.

Why levy our duties on noncompetitive products except in
case of luxuries alone? It Is undoubtedly true that whenever
we levy duties on competitive products that for every dollar
which reaches our customhouses at least $5 in indireet pro-
tection goes into the pockets of domestic manufacturers and
producers, never reaches the customhousé at all, and yet most
grievously burdens and oppresses our people. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

On this subject, let me call your attention to a striking state-
ment made during the progress of the debate when the Payne
tariff bill was under consideration., It was made by that dis-
tinguished gentleman who Is now Speaker of this House, Hon.
CraMp CLARE of Missourl, Mr. Crark said:

I will tell you the truth about revenue tarlff and protective tariff

vcr*y briefly. p to a certaln point on any article that is made in the
United Btates, as well as abroad, a tariff rate is both & revenue rate

178, 600, 000 f and a protective rate, and no human being ever had or can have the

ingenuity to separate them. It is an impossibility in nature. For
Inetance, I might say that I am in favor of putting a 25-cent rate on a
certaln article for the purpose of revenue, and my friend from Michi-
gan [Mr. ForpNey] might say that he Is in favor of putting a 25-cent
rate on the same thing as protection. The upshot of it would be that
1 would get my revenue and the gentleman from Michigan would get
his protection, whether I wanted him to have it or not.

Mr. Crarx states the case well and he states it truly. If the

| gentleman from Michigan stands on the Republican side and

votes for a duty of $2 per thousand on lumber and ecalls it
‘“protection,” and if a gentleman stands on this side of the
Chamber and votes for $2 per thousand on lumber and calls it
“revenue,” what difference does it make to the man who pays
the bill? Does the rose by another name smell more or less
sweet?

As long as we pursue this system of levying tariff duties on
competitive articles we are forced, in order to raise the neces-
sary revenues, to grant a vast amount of * protection,” and to
impose a still vaster amount of burden upon the American con-
sumer, and therefore, 1T suy, if we want fo really lighten that
burden, if we are really in earnest in our professed desire to
lower the cost of living, if we really wish to present to the
American people an issue that goes to the very heart of the
matter and involves a great prineciple upon which legislation
can be fashioned and an economic system built, then let us
abandon this system of imposing duties on competitive articles
and obtain our revenue entirely from noncompetitive articles,
the sole exception being in the case of luxuries.

My construction of the time-worn battle cry of our party,
“A tariff for revenue only,” may not be the conventional one,
but it is, I believe, the one that sound statesmanship suggests,
As I interpret that phrase, “only ” is not an adverb of purpose,
but is an adverb of effect, and duties should be laid not only
for the sole purpose of obtaining revenue, but so as to have uo
other effect except to raise revenue.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the views I have expressed
may not meet with the approval of every gentleman, even on
my own side of the Chamber, I do not expect it. In express-
ing them I speak, as I have stated before, for no one on earth
except myself and my own constituency, but to that extent I
assume for them entire responsibility. I do not think any
party will ever raise an issue with * proteetion ™ that is worth
two seconds of the time of the American people until it comes
to the position that it will levy no tariff duties except on lux-
uries and noncompetitive articles, and will supplement those
duties with the internal-revenue duties and an income tax.
[Loud applause.]



916 CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE. Max 3,

Mr. UNDIRWOOD. M. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Currex].

Mr. CURLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to pledge wy ungualified
support in behalf of this measare as an advanced economic
policy of vital interest to the American consumer and as a direct
step taken to break down the control of the trusts which, thriv-
Eg ?na&zr a protective-tarif policy, are plundering the people of

¢ land.

Broadly and truthfully stated, what does this free-list Dill
promise the wage earner? It means a loss of some $10,000,000
a year in the revenues of the United States Government, but it
means a saving of some $300,000,000 a year fo the consumers
who buy the articles included in this bill and from which an
unjust tax will be removed. And the price, in my judgment,
is indeed small to pay, considering the burden lifted from the
backs of men engagzed in most Inborious occupations.

I stand as a Dbitter and unrelenting foe of the Republican
Party, because under ils eeconomic policy it does not make all
men of this Natlon equal before the law.

And our Republican friends, in the face of the November elee-
tions, return here to again repeat their assumption and rest
their case upon the miserable economic theory that wages are
increased by tariff taxation, their favorite and only ground
for argument addressed in support of restricted trade.

The wages of this country depend upon supply and demand.
There is absolutely no trade in labor that can be protected and
busy artisans move about the country unscheduled in {ariffs.
And to the wretehed sophistry that taxation under a protective
tarifl increases wuges, the best reply is found in tlie fact that
there is a free trade in labor, a closed and monopolized market
in the products of labor, and which Iabor must buy to live upon.
Labor sells its service in a free-trade market and is paid in the
necessaries of life, advanced beyond all reason in price by n pro-
tective tariff and the trusts sheltered by the tariff. These
trusts control competition from abread, kill competition among
themselves by price agreements, and up to the very highest limit
that the consumer can stand.

The people of this country belieye that free raw materials will
help them and their industries; tliey so declared Iast November,
and they have the power in this House to malke their will into
law and to defeat any petty spirit of revenge.

Within these hallowed walls the hour of a new dispensation
is at hand.

It is the producer of the Iaml who will benefit by the passage
of this measure, Agricultural implements will cost our farmers
approximately ahout $14,000,060 less. The southern planters
will save $9,000,000 o year on their bagging, ties, and sacks, and
the Lumber Trust will be compelled to suffer a reduction of
revenue of about §60,000,000 a yenr in the passage of this bill.
Upon leather, boots and shoes, saddles and harnesses the saving
to thie American people will be $37,000,000 a year.

The trusts of the country producing the articles named in this
bill will cease riding upon the back of the Government at will
to stupendous profits by the strangling of competition. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

The Republiean Party, year after year, has made its bargnins
with the trusis’ interests of the country, frying ont the fat of
bloated corporations and then distributing their money and
securing votes in return for measures that have laid the heavy
hand of taxation upon the people, not primarily for revenue
nor for government but to add to the gigantic wealth of special
interests. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Under this benign protective poliey the Republican Party loves
the American workman when the yvotes are coming in and the
protected manufacturer when the bills are coming in. [Ap-
planse on the Democratie side.]

The object of this free-list bill is to help destroy the prineiple

of government that the many must suffer in order to enrich the
few. -
I say to you, my friends, let us rise and remove the heavy
burden of taxation and give our farmers and artisans an eqnal
chance in life, and the money wrung from them to fill the
coffers of great trusts and combinntions of capitnl will go for a
better and a happler living, the enjoyment of a greater comfort
to the people of our land, and the wagzes earned in varied em-
ployments will go for the better support of the families, the
enjoyment in a small measure of some of those pleasures that
are incident fo the possession of means, and for the better
education of their children.

The northern and southern farmer as well ares praying for
relief from an inequitable burden of taxation and are engerly
expecting some means of relief from the Sixty-second Congress
as the result of their voice expressed at the polls in November
last. The Democratic prineiple is; That imports coming In
competition with trust-controlled products should be placed upon

the free list and articles of absolute necessity should be im-
ported free of duty. The Republican Party has reached its
extreme outpost under its list tariff measure.

For the Government gets $1 of revenue while the trusts take
$7 out of the pocket of the consumer.

The frust system of this country, of which the Republican
Party is the master, belongs to monarchy and feudalism, and

(it has no valid part or lot in a government bullt upon the
affirmation of all men as free and cqual.

The saving that will come to the consumers of the country
by the passage of this measure will be stupendous. We find the
farmers producing the very things upon whieh the people of
this land subsist, and at every hand their means of production
is burdened by the exactions of an oppressive Republican tariff
policy largely dictated by the trust barons.

And every revolt against the Republican Party, as indicated
by the honest and courageous men upon the floor of this House
who bear the title of * insurgents,” leaves the party more and
more in the clutches of evil influence.

Trust magnates are made the patrons of an exorbitant tariff;
they grow rich beyond the dreams of avarice, and the voice of
an outraged Nation that the necessaries of life shall be made
chieaper falls upon deaf and unresponsive ears.

This economic system places the burden upon the many for
the Denefit of the few, for without the present extravagant
tariff there never could have been the vast accumuiation of
wealth by the trusts of the country.

Never in the world's history were the ringing words of the
great apostle of freedom, William Ewart @ladstone, more true
than they are to-day. Gladstone said:

Conceal the hand of the tnx gathercr and you can tax a people to
the polnt of impeverishment, if not starvation, without resistance upon
thefr part.

Remember, my friends, that when an abuse of the legislative
power of the country is made to enrich any person it can only
be s0 exercised by the taking of wealth from some one else.

Now, the argument of a protective tariff is that the manu-
facturer is first enriched and the laborer afterwards. Yet, with
a vast number of trusts controlling the products of the land
and rolling up millions upon millions, how often do you ever
hear of the worlkmen being ecalled together and given an in-
crease of wages of even o fraction of 1 per cent?

And now what are the actual facts? As a distinguished econo-
mist has most well and truly declared:

After 16 years of Republican rule we find the American laborer work-
ing harder and producing more to-day than he ever produced in his life,
Iiut he hns actually less to eat and wear than he ever had before. And
why? Hecause, my friends, real wages consist of what can be bought
with the money received as wages. You c¢an not eat or wear money.
You must exchange your money wages for the necessarics of life beforo
you can tell whether wages are high or Jow.

The trusts have Increased the priee of living in this country GO per
cont In 16 years, durlhg which time we find that wages hayve been
cither at a standstill or deellning.

The people of this country are becoming so used to the thought of
want under the brutal injustice of the trust system that they do not
feel that the evil grows greater to the sufferer the longer that it Insts,
for it actually becomes lesg so to the observer by the very fact of its
duration.

And in these days of trust domination Low eloquent are the
words of Daniel Webster at Plymouth Rock, in December, 1520,
Webster said:

A free government ean not long endure where the tendency of law Is
to concentrate the wenlth of the country in the hands of the few and
render the masses poor and dependent.

That massive intellect, that clear, gray, gleaming eye foresaw
90 years ago the danger of the economic situation as it exisis
to-dny.

Again, at Albany, N, Y., In 1844, Webster declares:

The enlture of the soll is the great leading interest of ths country;
trade and manufactures should be regarded as subordinate and auxiliary
to it I am willing to admit that If the theory and practice of protec-
tlon can be shown distinetly to militate against the agricultural interest
It ouglt to be given up.

It is the experience of the world’s history that wlenever any
person is equipped with the power to oppress his fellow men for
Iils own benelit that power will be exercised.

The econamic story of the tinies Is that under this form of
protective tariff the right to tax—the greatest right and power
that the world knows, and which Chief Justice John AMarshail
deslared was the right to destroy-—has passed from the Govern-
meont to individuals and corporntions, in defianece of the popular
will,

This policy is dlametvieally oppesed to every conteation of
justice for which the futhers fought and is tha sinister shadow
resting upon our land to-day.

Give to the American producer free raw materials and by
his marvelons skill he can defy compafition in overy quurier

of the carth.
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This policy of protection has made the American flag upon
the waterways of the world as great a curiosity almost as the
Bbehemoth upon land. But this subject is a more approprinte
topic for another day to come.

The tnriff taxes of this country should be as low as they can
be made, for the very reason that, while effective in gathering
revenue, the exaction does nof fall upon property, but upon
consnmption. The tariff laid upon the farmer and artisan Is a
law upon whieh the poor stand upon an unhappy plane of
equality with the rich.

And the law of taxation, as especially applied to the agricul-
turists of this land, places the small elass within the division
of the profits of the trusts of the conntry.

Why, my friends, the policy of a high protective tariff that
has been argned upon this floor during the present debate Is
identleally the same economie policy that drove from the ranks
of the Republican Party Wendell Phillips, Horace Grecley,
Charles Summner, Willinm Pitt Iessenden, Lyman Trumbull,
Henry Ward Beeclier, George William Curtis, Alexander K.
McClure, Charles A, Dana, James C. Carter, George Hoadley,
D. I1. Chamberlin, Willinm Lloyd Garrison, jr., James 5. Camp-
bell, Franeis Parkman, Walter Q. Gresham, Wayne MeVeagh,
Thomas M. Cooley, Johin M. Palmer, James Russell Lowell,
DBenjamin I\ Bufler, James Freeman Clarke, Carl Schurz, Sal-
mon P. Chase, Hugh McCulloch, Thomas W. Higginson, Francis
A. Walker, David Davis, Moorfield Story, Henry L. Plerce,
Willinm Everett, and the present governor of Massachusetits,
Tugene N, Foss. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHATRMAN. Will the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee?

Mr, AUSTIN. I will give you some extra time from this side.

Mr. CURLEY. I do not wish to yield at present

In my candid opinion the heresy of the Republican economic
sitnation has been well and truly deflned by a distinguished
Massachusetts economist, who has declared that beeause a town-
ship may levy taxes to support the poor there is no principle
of justice or common sense that compels it to levy taxes ana
give them to those persons or things that make the poor.

When we see a Carnegie, an Armour, o Morgan, or a Rocke-
feller able to both control and enact legislation and exact
iribute from the whole people the issue becomes far more vital
than one of taxation. It is the right of the people to govern
themselves and have the law used for their own purpose. A
militant and powerful Democracy demands that this right
shall be given back to the people and that Iaws shall be placed
upon the statutes that shall free them from trust influence and
corrupt legislation.

And remember that the American people have expressed by
their suffrage a protest, country-wide in its extent, against this
Republican policy of a tariff measure upon which the trusts
wax fat, and that every dollar unnecessarily levied in support
of a policy designed to enrich a special class is a dollar taken
from the family contingent fund.

Its subtraction nnder this system of protection means less
comfort in the liome of the American artisan, less clothes and
shoes for the children, and less bread upon the table,

We have witnessed in our manufacturing cities the cottage
of the toiler disappear with its beautiful environment and
breatling ever and again the sweet story of human affection.

We demand that this Nation and its people shall again enjoy
that economic freedom that was made possible under Demo-
eratic rule and prosperity in the first 60 years of this Repub-
lic's life and that the love of country and its flag borne by our
forbears in the spirit of the founders of this Nation shall re-
turn and that the right of taxation which governs our people
shall not be sold upon the altar of Mammon.

We ask for the American workman only the just return for
his wage, n means of relief from the unseen, ruthless hand of
the taxgatherer which the trust system of this country fosters
under a protective tnriff, d

Tor it iz the men who have hewed the forests, who have
built the homes, the schools, the churches, and the ships, and
who have blazed thie trail ncross the great confines of this
country that have made civilization possible. Other men have
been useful indeed, but it has been the man who Ilabors with
hig brains and hiands who hag been Inrgely responsible for the
world’'s development.

This class of men must have justice before the law, their
protest hias been heard at the polls, and for them and in their
behalf we nsk naught but economie opportunity and freedom.
[Loud applanse.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. CANDLER].

Mr. CANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I hold in my hand n splen-
didly written article from the pen of Mr. II. M. Gates, the
very intelligent and wide-awake Washington correspondent of
the Commerecial Appeal, published at Memphis, Tenn.,, which
appeared in the issue of that paper of April 20 last. I ask unani-
mous consent to print It with these remarks in the Reconbp.
This is the article to which I refer:

IIOUSE DEMOCIATS AAKE I'ROMISES GOOD—TASS RECIPROCITY, COT EX-
PEXNSES, ETC.—PROMISES MUCH FOR 1812—CHAMP CLANK READILY
ACCEDED TO CUETAILAIRNT OF SIEAKER'S POWER—WILL UNDERTAKE
INVESTIGATION OF ALL PARTS OF GOVERNMENT.

[By R. M. Gates.]
WASHINGTON, April 20, 1911

The Democrats of the lower Honse of the Sixty-sccond Congress have
made an auspiclous beginning. They are keeping the foith ; they are vio-
dieating the sglendid majority by whieh control of the House was trans-
ferred from the Republican to the Democratic They are doing
tlhings In an orderly way and without that harshness and friction which
the Tlepublieans had hoped and prophesied would mark Democratic
domination of the House., No Democratic House ever accomplished
more in the way of practical leplslation in an equal lenzth of time, and,
unless the unexpected supervenes to change the trend of things, the
Demoeratic majority in the House of Représentatives will make \.istm?;
of the highest character for the presidential campalgn of 1912, In whic
year even a greater Democratic glumph than that of last November will
mhnbl{ be recorded. Unquestionably things are moving along smoothly
n the iouse as far as the Democrats are concerned. While there was
at the beginning of the session some soreness oi the part of those Demo-
critts whose patronage plans went awry because of the new rules undoer
which political favors are belng dispensed, no Democrat thus far dis-
gﬂm{ntea has sought to create a disturbance. The &atronnge question is

ill nnsettled in some minor particulars, but as the macbh:eg of the
working organizntion steadles there will be an adjusting of all the parts.

TOOK FOWER FROM STRAEKER.

The last congressional eampalgn was waged along certain well-defined
lnes of reform, not only with reference to a reformation of the rules of
the House, but with respect to matters of vital lezislation, notably the
tariff. Some time before the 8 -gecond Congress was convened in
extra sesslon the Democrats of the House met in canens and agreed that
certain important reforms in House procedure should be ﬂ,’t into prae-
tice, The most radical departure from the old order of things was to
take the appointment of committees from the SBpeaker and lodge that
power with the Committee on Ways and Means, which was also consti-
tuted the committee on committees, The people had been promised this
reform as a far step in the direction of thwarting what had become
known as onal legislation, or legislation directed by the Speaker.
The Democrats promised to take the nrpalntmcnt of committees from
the Bpenker before the November election, and after that contest, by
which a Itepublican majority was changed to a Democratic majority in
the House, the Republicans declared that the proposed reform would not
be vitalized, becanse CHAMP K, whose promotion to the Speakership
was Prnctzcnlty settled In advance of the election, wounld demand that he
be allowed to retaln all the power that had made his predecessors in-
vineible. Dut the Bepublicans were poor profits. Assured of his clection
as Speaker, Mr. CLARK rea subscri to the reform by which be, ns
the pmsl(!fng oflicer of the ITouse, would not enjoy the privilege of
ussigning committee places. TUnder the new order of things Speaker
Crazk is the presiding officer of the House, and nothing more. It has
been facetiously observed that all the SBpeaker has left is the gavel.

CUT EXPEXDITULES.

Amnother important reform which the Demncrats promised the country
and which they made haste to pot Into effect was a_ curtailment of
expenditures in connection with the Capitol and the conduet of the busi-
ness of the varlons departments. The first part of that promise is
already a fact and the second part may be regarded as o near fact. The
first offiein] swing of the ax lopped off an annual expense of approxi-
mately $188,000, which, under Itepublican comtrol of the House, had
Dbeen pald to useless employees about the Capitol. For e:nmgl!e. at the
beginning of our trouble with Spain a wild rumor of 2 " das ﬂll{{con-
spiracy ' to blow up the Capltol swegt the Republican side of the House
of Iteprescntatives. Instantly 35 additional guards were given service
in the preat building. These police recruits were brought from Kepub-
lican districts as a reward for politicnl favors, and remaincd on the
Government pay roll nntil the Democrats organized the nt House.
Moreover, clerks had been appointed to committees whieh never held a
meeting. The Democrats conld not see why useless policemen and clerks
ghould ke retnined on the pay roll simply beeause they found them there
when they took control of at the House end of the Capitol.

PASS RECIPROCITY.

Freer trade relations with Canadn has been agitated by bLoth Demo-
crats and liberal Republlcans for years, but under the Cannon régime
there was no chanee to brenk the shackles which Amerlean tarllt barons
had placed upon the arms of commeree. President Taft tried it the first
year of his administration and failed. The Democrats made it ono of
the igsues in the congressional campaign, promising cleser trade rela-
tions with Canada if the people wonld place them in eontrol of the
Housze, What they have done toward the redemption of that pledpe is
the most intercsting chapter yet written by the Democrats of the House
of the Sixty-sccond Congress, The treaty which Prosident Paft negzo-
tiated with Canada was put up to them, apd they In furn have put it
squarely up to the Senate, after giving it their enthusinstic Indorse-
ment. Another Important pledge to the country was then fulfilled.
IWhat the Republican Senate is going to do is a matter for speculation,
Surface indieations are that the treaty will be necepted, but not withont
a long and hard struggle. If the Senate rejects the Canadian rtecl-
procity proposition, it will mean the bezinning of the end of Presidgnt
Taft's aspirations to succced himself in the White Honse. * *= =

WILL TPASS FARMERS' PREE LIST.
8t1l] another great reform promised by the Demoerata was to revise
the important schedules of the Payne-Aldrich protective tariff law. Not
only will the Democrats of the House revise the vicious woolen and
cotton scliedules, but they will pass what they hayve Inbeled as thele
“farmers' free-list bill.” " This bill seeks to place upon the free list
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agricultural implements, mechanies' tcols, and manf articles of food of

common. consnmption. This bill will draw the full fire of the protec-

tionist forces in both Houses, and it is by no means certain that I’resi-

dent Taft would sign the LIl if it should get to him, At any rate, the

Democratle Iouse is golng to put the issue up to the Senate and the

Exceutive. i
WHOLESALE INVESTIGATION.

A searching investigation into the wvarlous departments of Govern-
meiit will be nndertaken at the instance of the Democratic majority In
the House. Committees charged with the conduet of these investign-
tions have been appointed, and soon the light will be turned on in full
force., That there is “ something rotten in Denmark ' is beyond dis-
pute, and the Democrats are going to locate the malodorous odor.
Fhere has mot been an Investigation of some of the departments in
nearly E:tu years, so the timeliness of the proposed looking into things is
apparent.

?n view of what they have already done and what they propose to
accomplish, the Democrats of the House feel that they will convince the
country of their capacity for stlil greater achievement with the coop-
eration of a Democratic Scnate and Demoeratie President.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr, Chairman, I move that the com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed fo.

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
stimed the chair, Mr. ALExaxper, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 4413—
the free-list bill—and had come to no resolution thereon.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

Mr. Panmer, by unanimous consent, was granted leave to
withidraw from the files of the Ilouse, without leaving copies,
the papers in the case of Alton E. Cobb, Sixtieth Congress, no
adverse report having been made thereon.

ADJOURNMENT,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 15
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, May 4,
1911, at 11 o'clock a. m,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MATTHEWS : A bill (H. It. 8468) to provide for the
erection of a public building at Canonsburg, Pa.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. KORBLY : A bill (IL. R. 8469) to amend section 5278
of the Revised Statutes of the United States; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BUTLER : A bill (H. R. 8470) to establish a national
military park at the BDrandywine battle ground, Pennsylvania ;
to the Committee on Military Afl'nirs,

Also, a bill (II. R. 8471) to provide for the erection of a
public building at Phoenixville, Pa.; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8472) to erect a monument on Brandywine
battle field, Chester County, Pa.; to the Committee on the Li-
brary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8473) to erect a monument to the memory
of Jolin Morton; to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. FRANCIS : Resolution (H. Rles. 147) to appoint a com-
mittee of five Members of the House to investigate the Ameri-
can Woolen Co. and ascertain whether sald company has or is
violating the antitrust-act of 1800 or any other law of the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. STANLEY : Resolutlon (H. Res. 148) to investigate
violations of the antitrust act of 1890, and other acts; to the
Cominittee on Rules.

By Mr. GODWIN of North Carolina : Resolution (H. Res. 150)
authorizing the Committee on Reform in the Civil Serviee to
examine into the affairs of the Civil Service Commission; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. DIFENDERFER : Resolution (H. Res, 151) asking
the Secretary of the Navy to furnish data; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

Also, resolution (H. Res. 152) asking the Secretary of War to
furnish data: to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BROUSSARD : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 86) to
investigate the Diplomatic and Consular Services of the United
States: to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. FITZGERALD : Memorial of {he Legislature of New
York favoring elections of United States Senators by direct vote
of the people; to the Committec on Election of President, Vice
President, and Representatives in Congress.

PRIVATE BILLS AND REASOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rlule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN: A bill (H. R, 8474) granting an increase of
plenslon to James A, Wells; to the Conunittee on Invalid Pen-
Bl0oNs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8475) granting a pension to Teresa Ken-
nedy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr, ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 8476) granting an
increase of pension to John O. Ernst; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8477) granting an incrense of pension to
Israel Walterhouse; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8478) granting an increase of pension to
Alba Howey : to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8470) granting an increase of pension to
Samel G. Powell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8480) granting an incrense of pension
Nicholas H, Pond; to the Connnlttee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8481) granting an incrense of pension to
Charles F. Keller; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8482) granting an increase of pension to
Merritt Hauver: to*the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8483) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Mahaffey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H, R. 8484) granting an increase of pension fo
Pollis Blon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H., R. 8485) granting an increase of pension to
Llewellyn W, French; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8486) granting an increase of pension to
John Sechlosser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8487) granting an increase of pension to
Francis M. Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. It. 8458) granting an increase of pension to
Ellza J. Sweet; to the Commitice on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8489) granting an incrense of pension to
Amon Freese; to the Committee on Invalld Penslons.

Also, a bill (IL IR, 84090) granting an increase of pension to
James A. Buchanan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8491) granting an inerense of pension to
A. 8. Konkel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 8492) granting an increase of pension to
Isane Jolinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R, 8193) granting an increase of penzion to
Thomas Cupps; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRADLEY : A bill (H. R. 8494) eranting an inerensoe
of pension to Charles G. Johnston; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8495) pranting an increase of pension to
Lewis Snyder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, It. B496) granting an increase of pension to
Gabriel F. Currey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, o bill (H. R. 8497) granting an inecrease of pension to
Alonzo Garson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8498) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Swope; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R, 8490) granting an incrensa
of pension to James T. Kelly; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8500) granting an honorable discharge to
Alfred T.. Dutton; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8501) for the relief of Lieut. Jerome
5. Morse, United States Navy, retired; to the Commitiee on
Naval Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8502) for the relief of Willinm H. Diamond;
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8503) granting a pension to Catherine E.
Jacobs; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8504) granting a pension to Horace W.
Durnall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8505) granting a pension to Frank I,
Laurence; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 8306) granting a pension to
Albert B. Kidder; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions,

Dy Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 8507) for the
relief of Mag Brown; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (X, R. 8508) for the relief of the legal repre-
sentatives of Charles Durkee, deceased; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. DENVER: A bill (H, R. 8309) granting an increase
of pension to Burch Miller; to the Committee on Pensions,

Algp, a bill (H. R. 8510) granting an increase of pension to
Valentine Barnett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 8511) granting an inerease of pension to
Mahlon €. Sween; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 8§8512) granting an increase of pension
John W. Thompson; to the Commititee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. Ix. 8513) granuting an increase of pension
Samuel Wolf; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8514) granting an increase of pension
James Gaines; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8515) granting an increase of pension
John I. Fritz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. 1. S516) granting an increase of pension
James I, Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a hill (H R, §517) granting an increase of pension
John C. Bingaman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8518) granting an Increase of pension
L. 8. Clemnns; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8519) granting an increase of pension to
Virgil D. Rose; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 8520) granting a pension
to Francis A. Grenner; to the Cominittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FORDNEY : A bill (H. R. 8521) granting an increase
of pension to Alfred O. Bush; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

3y Mr. PFULLER: A bill (H. R. 8522) granting an increase
of pension to Willinmm W. Hudson ; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 8523) granting an increase
of pension to John W. Cummings; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. GRAY: A bill (H. BR. 8524) granting an incrcasc of
pienslon to James W. Hall; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions

Also, a bill (H RR. 8525) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas B. Garrison; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (H. il 8526) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph B. Rlandall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8527) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Bennett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. IR, 8528) granting an increase of pension to
Perry Bottles; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8520) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Catt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 8530) granting an increase of pension to
Louisa MeConnell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. BR. 8531) granting an increase of pension to
Henry C, Powell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8532) granting an increase of pension to
Joshua T. Spurlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8§533) granting an inerease of pension to
Othaniel Reed; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8534) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Seal; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8335) granting an increase of pension to
William A. Wreunick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I. R. 8536) granting an increase of pension to
William A. Robson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8537) granting an increase of pension to
Isaac H. Earl; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8538) granting an increase of pension to
Middleton Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. S530) granting a pension to James F.
Adams; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8540) granting a pension to John F. Joyce;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, §541) granting a pension to James H. Wil-
liams; to the Committee on Penslons.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 8542) granting a pension to Morton W.
Sebring; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a Dill (II. . 8543) to correct the military record of
Thomas Weaver; to the Committee on Milltary Affairs.

Also, a bill (II RR. 8544) to correct the military record of

to
to
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to
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Edward Payton, alias Idward Paddin; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8545) to correct the military record of
Wendlin Irust; to the Committee on Military Affaire.

Also, a DIl (H. R. 8546) to correct the military record of
Leopold Baudendistel; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8547) to correct the military record of
Samuel Brown; to the Comnmittec on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HARRIS: A bill (H. IR, 8548) granting an increase
of pension to Jacob L. Batchelder; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. a

By Mr, HENSLEY: A bill (H. R. §540) granting an increase
of pension to Blazins Untereiner; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8550) granting a pension to Elizabeth
Bay; to the Committee on Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 8551) granting a pension to Thomas J.
Stroup; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 8552) granting a pension to Mary Reilly;
to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: A bill (II. 1. 8553) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Charles Nellman; to the Commit-
tee on Invalid ‘Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8554) granting a pension to-Thomas F.
Keating; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8555) granting a pension to Lillian J.
IHartley; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. KENNEDY: A bill (H. R. 8556) granting an in-
crease of pension to Ferdinand Armentrout; to the Committea
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, LAFFERTY : A bill (H. R. 8557) granting a penslon
to Willlum I, Reed; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8558) granting a pension to Philip C.
Elbert; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

A]so, a bill (H. R. 8559) granting a pension to Fred W. Nis-
bett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R.'8560) granting an increase of peusion to

Jen Rody Chauncey: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma : A bill (H. R. 8501) granting
an increase of pension to Moses Soard; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 8562) granting an increase of pension to
Wallace R. Kelley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8563) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew J. Berlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8564) granting an increase of pension ta
Joseph H. Cox; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAGUIRE of Nebraska: A bill (II. . 8565) granting
an inerease of pension to Frederick Claus; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8566) granting an increase of pension to
Cyrus W. Graff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8567) granting an increase of pension to
Robert N. Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAHER : A bill (H. R. 8568) granting an increase of
pieusion to Ellen T, Dunne; to the Committee on Invalidl Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8560) granting an increase of pension to
Edward D. Bliss; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 8570) granting an increase of
pension to O. B, Shine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. l\L\’l‘I‘HI'}WS: A bill (H. R. 8571) granting an in-
crease of pension to James Campbell Stevenson; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8572) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas 8. Vale, aling Thomas Vaile; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensiong.

By Mr. MOSS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 8573) granting an
increase of pension to John €. Moss: to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. Ik. 8574) granting a pension to

. Wenzel Patzelt; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 85756) granting an increase of pension to
James P. Hanlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. PATTON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 8576) grant-
ing a pension to John M. Bunnell; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8577) granting an increase of pension to
James V. Gault; to the Committce on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8578) granting an increase of pension to
Renben Venattn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PEPPER: A bill (H. It. 8579) granting a pension to
David A. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 8580) granting a pension to
Luey F. Geiger; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 8381) for the allowance of
certain elaims reported by the Court of Claims under the pro-
visions of the acts approved March 3, 1883, and March 3, 1887,
antl commonly known as the Bowman and the Tucker Acts; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 8582) granting an increase of
pension to John 8. Cairoli; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, o bill (H. BR. 8583) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Root; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. U\'DERHTLL A bill (H. R. 8584) granting an in-
crease of pension to Frank Sayre; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8585) granting an increase of pension to
William Stanley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 8586) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm H. Hooper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. UTTELR: A bill (H. R. 8587) granting an increase of
picnsiou to George P, Kenyon; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8588) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Follett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8580) granting an increase of pension to
Margaret J. Lawton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a Dill (H. R. 8390) granting an increase of pension to
Martha BE. Itobbins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (I R. 8501) granting an increase of pension to
Mary F. Underwood ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8592) granting an inerease of pension to
Georgianna M. Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8503) granting an increase of pension to
Catherine Sheehan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 8504) granting an Inerease of pension to
John P. Case; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8503) granting an increase of po " 'n to
Michael MeCormick; to the Committee on Invalid Penst. s

Also, a bill (H. R. 8506) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Walker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. Ik, 8597) granting an increase of pension to
Albert Phetteplace; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8598) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel E. Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (II. R. 8399) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Bucklin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8600) granting an increase of pension to
Henry 8. Sharpe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIS: A bill (H. R. 8601) granting an increase of
ptenslnn to James A. Brake; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Resolutions of the Glass Dottle Blow-
ers’ Association, No. 101, Coshoecton, Ohio, favoring a repeal of
10 cents tax on oleomargarine; to the Committee on Agricnlture.

~ Also, petition of T. B. Gilbert and 10 other merchants of
Loudonville, Ohio, in opposition to the parcels post; to the
Committee on the Post Oflice and Post Roads,

By Mr. BARCHFELD : Petitions of the International Mold-
ers’ Union of North America, Loeal No. 270, and the Chamber
of Commerce and the Oakland Board of Trade, all of Pltts-
burg, Pa., favoring a reduction of the tax on oleomargarine; fo
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BRADLEY : Petition of 75 residents of the twentieth
New York congressional distriet, favoring the establishment of
a national department of health; to the Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Interior Department.

Also, resolution of Washington Camp No. 84, Goshen, N, Y.,
favoring legislation to restrict undesirable immigration; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Loeal Union No. 713, Painters, Decorators,
and Paper Hangers of America, favoring repeal of the tax on
oleomargarine; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BUTLER: Resolutions of Loecal No. 275, of Chester
Springs; Camp No. 314, of Darby; and Local No. 3838, of Down-
ington, all in the State of Pennsylvania, favoring the illiteracy
test: to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Rayersford and Spring City Trades Council,
Spring City, Pa., favoring withdrawal of the troops from Mexi-
can border; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, resolution of the Board of T'rade of Chester, Pa., favor-

g a permanent tariff commission; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DENVER: Sundry telezrams from W. H. Noftsinger,
of Hillshoro, Ohio, against any change in tariff on wool: from
J. R. Bickett, Xenia, Ohio, and J. M. McKinney, against the
reduction of the tariff on wool; and telegram and letter from
the Xenin Shoe Manufacturing Co., Xenia, Ohio, against the re-
movil of duties on ghoes; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DRAPER : Resolution of the State senate at Albany,
N. Y., favoring the election of United States Senators by the
direct vote of the people; to the Committee on Klection of Presi-
dent, Viee President, and Representatives in Congress.

By Mr. ESCH : Petition of the National Association of Tan-
ners, protesting against placing leather on the free list; to the
Commitiee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FITZGERALD : Memorinl of the Legislature of New
York, favoring elections of United States Senators by direct vote

of the people; to the Committee on Election of President, Vice
President, and Representatives in Congress.

By Mr. FULLER: Papers to accompany bills for relief of
William W. Hudson, of Rockford, Ill, and Alonzo F. Stallker,
olt Winnebago Countly, Ill.; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Resolutions of the
Essex County (Mass,) Shoe & Leather Association, protest-
ing against any change in the existing tariff schedules on
lenther, boots, and shoes, and National Association of Tanners,
against placing leather on the free list; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRAHAM: Papers to accompany Dbill for the relief
of John W. Cummings, of Litchfield, Ill.; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAMMOND : Petition of assessors of Cottonwood
County, Minn., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Excelsior Chapter of American Woman's
League, of Amboy, Minn., favoring parcels post; to the Com-
mittce on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. HELM: Papers to accompany H. IR, 8436, for the re-
lief of the heirs or esintes of Willinm MeClure and Margaret
McClure, deceased, of Eubank, Pulaskl County, Ky.; to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MATTHEWS : Papers in support of bill introduced
in behalf of James Campbell Stevenson, county of Lawrence,
State of Pennsylvania; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers in re bill for an appropriation of $100,000 for a
site and a puoblic building at Canonsburg, Pa.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds,

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Papers to accompany H. . 7577,
for the relief of the estate of I. €. Chisholm, of Tuscumbia, Ala. ;
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Seward Commereinl Club, Sew-
ard, Alaska, requesting that legislation be enacted to open the
coal fields of Alaska; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, resolutions of Bookkeepers, Stenographers, and Ac-
countants’ Union, Loecal 12646, American Federation of Labor,
of New York City, protesting against the kidnaping of John T,
MeNamara from the State of Indiana; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of New York, favoring elec-
tions of United States Senators by direct vote of the people;
to the Committee on Election of President, Vice President, and
Representatives in Congress.

By Mr. UI'TER : Resolutions of the Second Convention of the
Churches of Rhode Island, representing all Protestant denomi-
nations, approving the Sunday closing of post offices, so far
as possible, and advoeating the establishiment of a parcels post;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Ronds,

By Mr. WILLIS : Petition of F, D. Keller and 97 other citi-
zens of West Mansfield, Ohio, asking for the passage of bill
granting an increase of pension to James A. Brake, and afli-
davits to accompany bill for the relief of James A. Brake; to
the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

SENATE.
TraurspAy, May 4, 1911,

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Plerce, D. D.
The Journal of the proceedings of Monday last was read and
approved.
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of the National
Dusiness League of America, praying for the ratifieation of the
proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the Unifed States
and Canada, which was referred to the Commitiee on Finance, -

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Mothers' Meet-
ing of the Mount Pleasant Woman's Christian Temperance
TUnion of the District of Columbia, praying for the adoption of
an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy, which
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of the congregations of the
Churches of the Brethren, of Speermoore and Waynoka, Okla,,
and of the Presbyterian Ministerial Association, of Pittsburg,
IKans., praying for the enactment of legislation for the sup-
pression of the opium evil, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. WARREN presented a memorial of Local Union No. 4,
International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, of Watertown,
N. Y,; and a memorial of the Hartje Paper Munufacturing Co.,
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